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Section I 

Introduction 
 
Background 
 
This is the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the proposed California Department 
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) comprehensive update to the Jackson Demonstration State 
Forest (JDSF) Management Plan.  Adoption of the JDSF Management Plan is a project subject to 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as defined by Statute (PRC §21000 et al.) and 
the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14: California Code of Regulations [CCR] §15000 et al.).  CDF, as the 
CEQA Lead Agency, released on May 17, 2002 a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for consideration prior to adoption of a new Management Plan for the JDSF.  The DEIR 
was circulated through the State Clearinghouse (SHC No.2000032002) for state agency 
comments and was made available to the public.  CDF accepted public comment related to the 
DEIR between May 17, 2002 and July 19, 2002.   CDF extended the comment period from the 
original July 1, 2002 deadline due to confusion stemming from distribution at a posting site.  All 
comments received by the CDF that pertain to the DEIR are addressed in this FEIR.   
 
As the Lead Agency, CDF will consider the contents of the DEIR and FEIR before making a 
decision about the proposed project.  CDF will prepare a Notice of Determination regarding the 
project and the CEQA review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines. 
 
The public involvement for this project consisted of written comment submitted during the 
comment period and oral testimony recorded at a public hearing conducted in Willits, 
California on Wednesday June 12, 2002.  Two hearing sessions were conducted; one starting at 
3:00 PM and one starting at 6:00 PM.   
 
Organization of FEIR 
 
All comment letters from agencies and the public were assigned a unique alphanumeric code as 
they were received by CDF.  The first initial of the first and last name of each respondent was 
combined with the chronological number by date of receipt.  With the exception of those 
comments received in very high volume, a list of each comment letter is included below.  Due to 
space limitations, not every form letter is listed.  Some appendices to long letters have also been 
left out of the FEI.  Responses to each type of form letter may be found in Section V. 
 
Letters were sorted into groups of state and local agencies, form letters (similar or identical 
letters), and unique comment letters.  A unique response to each agency or unique comment 
letter is provided.  For each type of form letter received, one representative letter was chosen to 
represent the class of letters.  A list of the alphanumeric codes of letters in each class is included 
with the response to each type of form letter.  
 
Responses to agency and public comments received during the comment period are contained 
in Sections II, III, IV, V, and VI of this FEIR.  Section II General Responses presents a summary 
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of comments that were either very common or raised the most significant issues regarding the 
DEIR.  Responses to comments follow each summarized comment.  These General Responses 
are referred to throughout the remainder of the FEIR in responding to agency comments, form 
letter comments, and individual comments in Sections III, IV, V, and VI).   
 
Section III Response to Agency Comments includes copies of all letters received from affected 
state and local government agencies.  Letters were reviewed and comments are individually 
numbered in the margin of each letter.  Letters of response to each numbered agency comment 
follow each agency comment letter.   
 
Section IV includes a copy of each unique public letter and each non-state or non-local agency 
letter.  Comments are identified and numbered in the margin of each letter.  Following the letter 
copy, each numbered comment is addressed.  
 
Section V includes a representative letter of those letters grouped into classes due to similarity 
to other letters.  Comments within representative letters were numbered in the margin.  
Responses to the comments follow the letter.  A list of the alphanumeric code of similar letters 
in the class precedes the actual response to the comments.  The letters grouped may contain 
some slight differences from the others in the class, but do not contain significantly different 
comments and therefore do not require unique responses.  One form letter, initially emailed, 
then delivered in hardcopy, received response, but, due to volume, respondents were not 
included in the alphanumeric listing.   
 
Section VI includes a brief summary of each comment received at the public hearing and 
response to the comments.  Respondents are identified in the summary.  Some responses in 
Section VI refer to General Responses and other responses to comments in previous sections. 
 
Section VII summarizes mitigations measures from the DEIR and mitigation measures added in 
response to public comments.    
 
Section VIII presents a summary of corrections, additions, and deletions.  This FEIR 
incorporates by reference the DEIR in its entirety, with the exception of the above corrections, 
additions, and deletions.   
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Section II 

General Responses 
 
The purpose of this section is to display responses to the most common, critical, and substantive 
issues raised by the public during the comment period for the DEIR.  The comments are first 
summarized and then addressed with responses that were compiled by the appropriate author 
of each resource-specific section of the DEIR.  The General Responses are referenced in response 
to individual letters, form letters, agency letters, and oral comment.   
 
General Response 1. General Support or Lack of Support for 
Proposed Management Plan 
   
Summary of Public Comments:  Comments address a difference of or shared opinion with the 
proposed management methods in the Jackson Demonstration State Draft Forest Management 
Plan (DFMP) and do not directly apply to the impacts analysis conducted in DEIR.  A wide 
variety of comments are addressed by the response to this general comment.  Comments ranged 
from a general approval or disapproval of timber harvest of any sort on JDSF to 
recommendations for increased recreation opportunities.  All comments of general support or 
general lack of support for the proposed DFMP are referred to this general response.   
 
Response to Comment:  The purpose of the DEIR is to analyze the environmental impacts of a 
particular project, in this case the DFMP.  The DEIR addresses or dismisses from consideration 
several alternatives to the proposed action in the alternatives analysis section (DEIR Section VI 
Alternatives, pages 57-77), which may be of use in determining why other management actions 
were not part of the proposed action.  Comments regarding the specific content of the DFMP 
were noted or briefly addressed, but are generally beyond the scope of CEQA required 
responses to comments. 
 
General Response 2:  Insufficient Alternatives Analysis and 
Threshold of Significance Related Comments 
 
Summary of Public Comments:  Comments generally debate the significance of environmental 
impacts related to the project.  Most comments of this nature claim a significant impact on a 
certain resource will result from an action in the DFMP, but generally lack supporting evidence 
for the claim.  Some comments suggest that the consideration of other methods of impact 
analysis or existing resource studies may change the impact analysis in the DEIR.   
 
Comments that generally recommend an additional alternative for analysis, but lack specific 
reasoning or evidence for doing so are also referred to this general response. 
 
Response to Comment:  CEQA provides the Lead Agency, CDF in this case, the authority to 
determine “threshold of significance” for impacts on environmental resources based upon 
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qualitative or quantitative standards.  Compliance with existing regulatory standards generally 
results in less than significant impacts to resources.  CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.7, 
Subdivision (h) guides the Lead Agency to “rely on the vast body of regulatory standards” that 
have already undergone rigorous public agency review in determining thresholds and 
significant impacts.  Subdivision (h), however, also establishes flexibility for the Lead Agency to 
establish whether existing regulatory standards are sufficient to protect an environmental 
resource from any significant impact that may result from the proposed project.  The basis for 
the Lead Agency’s determination of whether a standard applies in a particular case must be 
based on “substantial evidence in the record that [the] standard is inappropriate to determine 
the significance of an effect.” The Lead Agency is not required to base their determination of 
applicable standards on information presented by project opponents that a standard is or is not 
appropriate or effective to protect a resource.    
 
The DEIR is a comprehensive environmental analysis completed by professionals in their fields.  
It cannot hope to, and is not required to use every known method of analysis or analyze every 
imaginable alternative (CEQA Guidelines sec. 15088, 15204).  The DEIR was completed in good 
faith and represents full disclosure of environmental impacts using the best available scientific 
information. 
 
General Response 3:  CDF Did Not Accept E-mail Comments 
from the Public 
 
Summary of Public Comments:  Comments express dissatisfaction with the CDF decision not to 
accept emailed public comment.  
 
Response to Comment:  The public notice that initiated the public comment period for the JDSF 
DEIR clearly stated that all comments must be submitted in writing.  Although CDF is allowed 
to accept email comments, the choice was made not to do so because of the difficulty in 
authenticating such responses.  In most cases, emailed comments were replied to by CDF with 
an indication of proper comment format.  A vast majority of emailed comments were sent in 
hardcopy to CDF and were entered into the public record.  These comments received responses 
that are located in FEIR Section III. 
 
General Response 4:  Old Growth Concerns 
 
Summary of Public Comments:  In general, there is support for old growth protection 
measures included in the DFMP, but they did not go far enough.  Specifically, the comments 
indicated the DEIR should have identified that harvest of any old growth tree would result in a 
significant environmental impact.  
 
Response to Comment:  It is not reasonable to include a mitigation measure that would require 
every old growth tree be retained regardless of all other considerations.  The DFMP provides 
protection measures to minimize impacts to old growth trees to less than significant, while 
allowing for the consideration of public safety and resources such as water quality and slope 



Section II 
General Responses 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc II-3  

stability.  It is not reasonable to increase the risk of impacting water quality or slope stability to 
protect a single tree, when the removal of that tree will not result in a significant environmental 
impact.  The desire to retain all old growth trees is a strongly held opinion by many people, but 
it is not required to reduce impacts to less than significant. 
 
General Response 5:  Marbled Murrelet 
 
Summary of Public Comments:  The comments pertaining to Marbled Murrelets (MAMU) 
included: 
 
• The DEIR did not correctly characterize the status of MAMU in adjacent Russian Gulch 

State Park,  
• The DEIR did not mention the Federal Recovery plan for MAMU or provide a discussion of 

the Federal critical habitat designation of JDSF, 
• The DFMP does not provide for the recovery of MAMU as required by CESA.  
 
Response to Comment:  The results of the CNDDB query completed in preparation of this 
document (See page 225 of the DEIR) did not indicate that murrelets occur in the vicinity of 
Russian Gulch State Park.  However, based on the new information provided in the comments 
to the DEIR and through discussion with Rene Pasquinelli (Senior Park Ecologist) of the 
Russian Gulch State Park, the language of the first paragraph on page 248 was incomplete.  The 
following paragraph presents additional information to that portion on the DEIR:   
 

There have been numerous inland detections near JDSF.  The first 
detection was in Russian Gulch State Park in 1976 (Paton and Ralph 
1988), and the second detection was apparently 1km (0.6mi.) east of the 
town of Mendocino in 1988 (F. Sharpe, personal communication, as cited 
in Paton and Ralph 1988).  According to Rene Pasquinelli (Personal 
communication), surveys completed annually over the last five years 
within Russian Gulch State Park have detected numerous murrelets 
flying up the Russian Gulch drainage, including “occupied behavior” 
type observations.  Although no nest trees have been identified, this 
information suggests that murrelets are nesting in the Russian Gulch 
State Park. 

 
Additionally, the following sentence adds to the information contained in the second paragraph 
on page 248 of the DEIR:  “However, potential murrelet habitat was identified by Ken Hoffman 
(USFWS) on former G-P lands in the vicinity of the Mendocino Woodlands Recreation Area (R. 
Pasquinelli, Personal Communication).” 
 
The DEIR presents information on the existing conditions of JDSF in relation to Marbled 
Murrelet (MAMU) presence and potential habitat that may support MAMU.  A discussion 
regarding the decline of murrelets and their habitat in the region is also included.  A discussion 
on the current regulatory framework is provided indicating that USFWS must be consulted  
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where it is likely that a project could affect federally listed species.  For the purpose of 
clarification, the DEIR should also have stated that DFG must also be consulted where it is 
likely that a project could affect federally listed species.  
  
All stands occupied by murrelets, and potential habitat for murrelets, including Russian Gulch 
State Park, will be protected and/or provided buffers on a project basis through consultation 
with CDFG.   
 
Standard protection buffers for stands occupied by murrelets include:   
 
• 300-foot “No Cut” zone 
• Consultation with DFG is required when operations are proposed to occur within 0.25 miles 

of potential habitat, extending to 0.5 if helicopter yarding is planned.   
 
As described in the FPR, State Park Special Treatment Buffers shall be a minimum of 200 feet. 
 
An evaluation of the DFMP in light of the existing conditions and regulatory framework was 
completed to determine if implementation of the FMP would result is significant impacts to 
MAMU or potential MAMU habitat.  A determination was made that the implementation of the 
FMP would not result in significant impacts to MAMU or potential MAMU habitat.  Utilizing 
JDSF to provide for the recovery on MAMU was not included as part of the proposed action or 
as an alternative considered in detail.  Page 58 of the DEIR contains the rational for not 
considering this alternative in detail.   
 
The Federal Recovery plan for MAMU is referenced on page 244 of the DEIR, and a discussion 
of the critical habitat designation is provided starting on page 247.  As stated in the DEIR, a 
federal agency that authorizes, funds or implements an action must consult with USFWS to 
ensure that the action will not adversely modify the critical habitat.  Since the implementation 
of the FMP is a State action, the federal recovery plan and critical habitat designation are not 
applicable. 
 
After analyzing the DEIR MAMU protection measures, old growth protection measures and 
late seral development strategies in the DFMP, the DEIR found that the proposed action would 
not result in significant impacts to MAMU, will protect existing habitat and lead to the 
development of new habitat over time.  This will contribute to the recovery of the species as 
required in CESA.  
 
In response to comments requesting additional protection for the timber stands within Russian 
Gulch, CDF will designate a research/demonstration area within the Russian Gulch watershed 
where management practices will be used to accelerate the recruitment of late-seral forest 
conditions.  The area, consisting of approximately 450 acres, will use silvicultural stand 
management with the specific intention to accelerate the development of large trees with 
appropriate canopy closure and other habitat features to increase future marbled murrelet  
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habitat.  CDF will consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department 
of Fish and Game on the development of appropriate silvicultural prescriptions to be applied in 
this area.   
 
The designated area for this research/demonstration effort shares a border with the Woodlands 
Special Treatment Area near Road 408, creating a potential future flyway consisting of 
contiguous late-seral forest habitat. 
 
General Response 6:  Program DEIR Limits Ability to Analyze 
Impacts of Specific Projects 
 
Summary of Public Comments:  Comments recognize a lack of consideration of impacts of 
particular timber harvest plans and specific projects.   
 
Response to Comment:  The JDSF DEIR is a Program DEIR.  A Program DEIR is intended to 
analyze the broad impacts of an action that will receive additional environmental review as 
specific projects are carried out.  In the case of the JDSF DFMP, further CEQA equivalent review 
will occur on specific timber harvest projects.   
 
The DFMP is a general management plan for JDSF and was analyzed as such in the DEIR.  
Although there are many specific policies within the DFMP, it allows for a high degree of 
adaptive management.  Specific adaptive management procedures will receive CEQA 
equivalent environmental review under the THP process (DEIR, p. 49). 
 
General Response 7:  Late Seral and Mature Young Growth 
Concerns 
 
Summary of Public Comments:  A general concern expressed in many comments is that the 
DEIR did not find that the late seral management measures included in the DFMP adequate to 
prevent significant environmental effects to late seral habitat.   
 
The two main issues are:  
 
• The late seral development areas will not be effective in achieving the goal of providing late 

seral habitat, and; 
 
• The DFMP does not provide protection for mature young growth outside of the late seral 

management areas that may already be providing late seral habitat.   
 
A related issue is the commonly expressed opinion that the existing mature young growth on 
JDSF is a significant resource independent of any late seral habitat that it may provide, and that 
harvesting mature young growth would result in a significant environmental impact.  
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Response to Comment:  The JDSF DFMP addresses late seral forests at several levels.  Specific 
areas in the Forest are identified and mapped as Special Concern Areas (SCA) that will be 
managed for the development of late seral forest.  Please refer to page 47 of the DFMP for a list 
of areas and estimated acreage.  Late seral habitat development will be provided by either no 
harvesting to allow stands to develop in a non-managed state, or by understory thinning, 
selective harvest or other management activities designed to promote late seral characteristics.  
The DEIR found that about 20% of JDSF will be included in these areas including a large 
contiguous block in the Mendocino Woodlands STA, areas adjacent to three of the old growth 
groves and along the class I and II watercourses.  Contrary to many comments, the late seral 
development areas associated with Class I and II watercourse will not be a thin strip of habitat 
isolated from upslope habitat.  Although this may occur in limited instances, the vast majority 
of the class I and II watercourse late seral development areas will be bordered by a mosaic of 
timbered hillslopes providing for habitat connectivity.  The DEIR found that the proposed late 
seral management practices proposed for the late seral forest development areas will protect 
late seral habitat that may currently exist in those areas and will provide for the development of 
additional late seral habitat.     
 
In addition to these specific areas, there are other general areas that will be managed with 
consideration for development of late seral characteristics.  On page 46 of the DFMP, the Plan 
indicates that uneven-age management will eventually produce stands with some degree of late 
seral elements or conditions.  In the adaptive management section of the Plan, Timber 
Resources Goal 1 is to increase late seral forest conditions.  In Appendix II – Detailed Goals and 
Objectives, one of the objectives under Goal 4 – Forest Restoration is to increase late seral forest.  
The DFMP also includes retention standards for snags and down logs, which are important 
characteristics of late seral habitat.   
 
Taken together, the Plan proposes to manage specific areas for late seral forest development, 
but also consider the development of late seral forest characteristics, especially in the uneven-
age management areas.    The Executive Summary section (page iii), the Plan indicates that “The 
Forest has grown to include mature second-growth timber stands, and the maturity of the forest will 
continue to develop through the preservation of unique stand elements and promotion of sustainable 
recruitment of late-seral elements.”  The potential for JDSF to promote the development late seral 
forest outside of the late seral development areas is tempered by the statement on page 29 that 
indicates late seral restoration has not be adopted as the primary mandate for JDSF, but existing 
old-growth and other areas of second-growth will be managed to expand the area of late seral 
forest.  While not all of the uneven-aged management areas will be managed for the 
development of late seral forest, retention of late seral characteristics will be a significant goal, 
with the objective of retaining late seral forest characteristics and increasing late seral forest 
habitat across JDSF.   
 
With this framework established in the DFMP, the DEIR analyzed the potential for the Plan to 
cause significant environmental effects by significantly reducing late seral habitat outside of the 
late seral development areas.  In DEIR section 6.6.5 Wildlife Project Impacts, the DEIR found 
that although it is likely that some stands included in the acreage estimated as potential late 
seral habitat will be harvested during the life of the plan, the actual amount is unknown.  This is 
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due to two factors.  The first is that actual harvest areas are not known at this time.  The short-
term harvest schedule provides a projection of general areas that will be harvested, but the final 
harvest boundaries are not known at this time and would require substantial speculation to 
attempt to delineate them.  The second factor is the lack of spatial accuracy of the seral stage 
classification of forest habitat in JDSF.  The DEIR estimation of late seral habitat present on JDSF 
is based on an analysis of the estimated WHR types on the Forest.  As described in the EIR, the 
estimation of area occupied by WHR types was developed by converting the JDSF vegetation 
types to WHR types through use of a crosswalk table.  Although potentially confusing at first 
glance, crosswalk tables are a commonly used method of converting timber or vegetation types 
to WHR types.  This conversion process resulted in a reasonable estimation of WHR type 
available across the entire forest, but does not produce results such that individual stands can 
be identified as late seral habitat. While forest seral stages as they exist in the field can be 
provided with a corresponding WHR classification, the WHR system cannot be used to alone to 
identify late-seral habitat.  Furthermore, the DEIR emphasized that the numbers presented were 
estimates and that final classification as late seral habitat would require field evaluation.  Given 
these parameters, the DEIR indicated that it is not feasible to determine how much late seral 
habitat will be harvested in the next 5 or 10 years.  In addition, this precludes the production of 
a meaningful map that shows the locations of WHR types or late seral stands.   
 
Even with these uncertainties, the DEIR found that the DFMP would not result in a significant 
environmental effect relating to a decrease in the availability of late seral habitat.  One of the 
primary factors supporting this finding is that the FPRs address the potential harvest of late 
seral habitat.  Compliance with the FPRs would minimize impacts on existing late seral habitat.  
Furthermore, the DEIR found that by minimizing impacts to existing late seral habitat, 
providing for retention of late seral habitat characteristics during harvest, and specifically 
managing about 20% of the Forest for the development of late seral habitat, the DFMP would 
have a beneficial impact on late seral habitat.  This is with the understanding that the Forest is a 
dynamic place composed of a mosaic of age classes.  As younger age classes mature, the DFMP 
will provide for retention of late seral forest characteristics, and the development of late seral 
forest.   
 
Since the goals and objectives of the plan include the development of late seral forest, the 
Thornburgh analysis is provided to evaluate how uneven-age management would affect the 
development of a relatively young forest into a late seral forest.  This analysis indicated that in 
the short-term late seral development would be minimal, but over the long-term, development 
would have significantly progressed.  It is interesting to note that, based on the Thornburgh 
analysis, the group selection areas have the best potential for late seral development due in part 
to the development of gaps in the canopy that encourages the development of viable new age 
classes. 
 
As previously stated, the DEIR found that the DFMP provisions to manage for late seral habitat 
would prevent an adverse impact and would actually provide a beneficial impact on late seral 
habitat—this would be both direct impacts and cumulative impacts.   The general concept put 
foreword in some comments is that that JDSF should not harvest mature young-growth because 
other landowners in the region have harvested substantial areas of mature young-growth.  This 
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concept is based on the assumption that harvesting mature young-growth on JDSF would result 
in a significant cumulative impact.  Section 15130(a)(3) of the CEQA guidelines indicates that if 
a project contributes its fair share of a mitigation measure designed to alleviate a cumulative 
impact, then the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is less than significant.  The 
management direction provided in the DFMP will ensure that JDSF continues to contribute, at a 
minimum, its fair share of mature young-growth to the general region.  The concept that 
harvesting mature young-growth forest in, and of itself, is a significant environmental impact is 
not supported by the FPR.  On lands zoned for timber production, the FPRs indicate that timber 
harvesting and compatible uses are to be expected and will occur on such lands, and that the 
harvesting per se of trees shall not be presumed to have a significant adverse impact on the 
environment (14 CCR 897 (a) and 898).  This means that if the impacts of timber harvesting have 
been considered and found to be less than significant, then the act of harvesting the trees cannot 
be considered a significant impact.  Furthermore, the FPRs establish minimum ages for harvest 
using even-aged management that require harvesting mature timber, and the MSP standards 
require mature stands to be grown and harvested.   
 
General Response 8:  Clear cutting and Even-Aged Management 
 
Summary of Public Comments: The comments generally express disagreement with the even-
age management and clear cutting proposed in the DFMP.  Some comments go on to fault the 
DEIR for not concluding that clear cutting would result in significant environmental effects.  
Many comments indicate that there are large areas already clearcut that should be used for 
research, rather than cutting more areas.  Others indicate that there are no benefits to be gained 
from additional clear cutting for research and demonstration. 
 
Response to Comment: Even-aged management has specific economic and silviculture 
advantages that make it a valuable silvicultural method in the redwood region.  This 
silvicultural method will continue to be widely used by both small and large landowners. 
Developing alternative even-age silvicultural practices that maintain the economic and 
silvicultural advantages, while minimizing environmental impacts would be a significant 
achievement.  JDSF is the only ownership in the redwood region where this sort of information 
can be developed. 
 
The dense mature second growth forest present on JDSF is the product of historic clear cutting 
on a broad scale as described in the DEIR.  In more recent times, clear cutting has steadily 
declined as a silvicultural method within JDSF.  Table 21 on DEIR page 161 indicates that 1,913 
acres have been clearcut on JDSF since 1980.  This is less than 4% of JDSF.  The majority of the 
clear cutting occurred prior to 1990, with less than 300 acres of clear cutting since 1990.  This 
does not appear to represent large tracts of recently clearcut land.  One of the goals of JDSF is to 
maintain a diverse range of timber and habitat conditions, including some clearcut areas, to 
promote a diverse research program.    
 
The DFMP provides a description of the desired future condition of the even-age management 
areas.  It is expected that approximately 15 percent of the Forest (about half of the even-aged 
area, or 7,128 acres) will be covered by stands that are less than 50 years of age at the end of a 
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one hundred year period. Approximately 15 percent of the Forest will be occupied by even-
aged stands between 50 and 150 years of age.  Even-aged management as practiced on the 
Jackson Demonstration State Forest will generally produce two-storied stands, consisting of a 
main canopy layer of trees grown to the designated rotation age, and an overstory of a few to 
several trees per acre retained from the previous stand to provide a legacy of wildlife habitat 
elements.   
 
Some comments pointed out that nearby industrial timberlands are “demonstrating” clear 
cutting, so there is no need for JDSF to demonstrate this method.  However, the industrial lands 
are not demonstrating, they are utilizing the method.  Their focus is on maximizing the 
economic and silvicultural benefits of the method rather than developing alternative even-aged 
methods.  In addition, industrial owners are unlikely to commit tracts of land to long-term 
research as is required to demonstrate a silvicultural method.   
 
So what can be demonstrated or researched in even-aged management areas?  The 
demonstration of various rotation ages and structure tree retention levels as proposed in the 
DFMP will be beneficial for many landowners in the redwood region.  Examples of what could 
be learned from the continued use of the even-aged silvicultural system as proposed in the 
DFMP include determining the most advantageous arrangement or orientation of retained 
structure trees.  Others are:  What wildlife species use clumped trees verses single widely 
spaced trees?  What is the best size clump of trees to leave?  How does slope and aspect affect 
wildlife use of retained structure?  How does retained structure affect tree growth and stand 
development?  What are the long-term affects or watershed scale effects of even-age 
management with structure tree retention verses uneven-aged management?  Can retention of 
structure trees mitigate visual impacts of clear cutting?  These sorts of questions can only be 
answered if even-aged management areas are included in the management of JDSF. 
 
Numerous wildlife species, including many species of special concern, use clearcuts and other 
forest openings to fulfill one or more of their biological requirements. While extensive clearcuts 
that were part of the past were detrimental to many species because they removed extensive 
blocks of habitat and most key elements, clearcuts in today’s environment are of value as long 
as other forested habitats, including late successional habitats, are provided in the vicinity.  The 
primary prey item of the spotted owl in coastal California is the woodrat, a species that is found 
in abundance within young stands similar to those produced within a few years after clear 
cutting. Spotted owls still require large patches of mature forests containing trees with cavities 
for nesting, but they also benefit from stand conditions produced by even-aged management 
techniques, including clear cutting.  The purple martin, a California Species of Special Concern, 
prefers to nest in large snags located within forest openings.  Although few sensitive species 
nest in clearcuts, many prey items and hunting opportunities occur in and along the edges of 
clearcuts.  At the landscape level, maintenance of diverse habitats while retaining key habitat 
elements, such as snags and old growth, is beneficial to most species.  
 
The impacts of the DFMP proposed even-aged management, including clear cutting, were 
assessed in the DEIR.  The DEIR found that, as proposed in the DFMP and mitigated in the EIR, 
even-age management would not have a significant impact on the environment.  Mitigations 
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were developed to address visual impacts of clear cutting.  While there were other mitigations 
developed for harvest operations in general, no other mitigations were necessary to prevent or 
minimize the impacts of clear cutting.  Although many members of the public may have an 
unfavorable opinion of clear cutting, the DEIR analysis indicates that when appropriately 
designed and mitigated, clear cutting does not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
General Response 9:  DEIR Lacks Sufficient Cumulative 
Impacts Analysis  
 
Summary of Public Comments:  Comments suggest inadequate consideration of cumulative 
impacts or claim that the DEIR completely lacks an analysis of cumulative impacts.   
 
Response to Comment:  Cumulative impacts are indeed a very important part of this and any 
program EIR. Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that cumulative impacts be 
addressed in all EIRs.   
 
The JDSF DEIR analyzed and presented cumulative impacts as a part of each appropriate 
resource specific section, but did not include a distinct cumulative impacts section.  The 
following summary gathers information on past, present, and future projects and assembles the 
existing cumulative impacts analysis from resource specific sections of the DEIR for ease of 
review by readers.  Cross-references are provided to the discussions of the subjects in the DEIR 
with page or section numbers. 
 
Past, Present and Future Cumulative Impacts Summary 
 
Section 15103 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR must identify potentially significant 
cumulative impacts.  Cumulative impacts analysis allows for the joint assessment of past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects related to the proposed action.    
 
Past, present, and foreseeable future projects in the area that may cause DFMP impacts to be 
significant cumulative impacts are generally limited to other logging activities, road 
construction, or development.  A comprehensive list of those past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects that were taken into account in the DEIR for analysis of cumulative impacts 
is provided as Appendix 13.  
 
Cumulative Impacts On Resources 
 
The resource categories discussed below were found to have some potential for cumulative 
impacts without mitigation.  Mitigation measures to limit cumulative impacts to a less than 
significant level are provided. 
 



Section II 
General Responses 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc II-11  

Cumulative Impacts On Aquatic Resources  
 
The cumulative impacts to aquatic resources that may result from the proposed project include: 
 
• Increased water temperature resulting from reduced in stream shading 
• Increased sedimentation resulting from increased erosion 
• Reduced recruitment of LWD 
• Alteration of flow patterns resulting from changes in runoff characteristics 
• Changes in stream channel geomorphology 
• Changes in streamside vegetation 
• Blockage of fish migration at stream crossings or other barriers 
 
These types of changes in aquatic habitat conditions have been identified as factors in the 
decline of salmonid populations. 
 
In CEQA terminology, this situation may be described as an adverse cumulative condition 
resulting from the impact of past projects related in a variety of ways.  Populations of Steelhead 
and Coho salmon are generally recognized to be at levels well below those remembered from 
fifty to seventy years ago.  A variety of factors have been suspected of contributing to the 
decline.  These include changes in ocean fishing and ocean temperatures, increased river mouth 
predation, sedimentation of spawning gravels, loss of sheltering pools due to the removal of 
large woody debris and the down cutting of channels, warming of water due to the loss of 
shade along streams, reduction in food supplies from reduction of overhanging streamside 
vegetation, and other factors.   
 
Some of these effects resulted from past timber harvesting activities through cutting and 
removal of trees and constructing roads.  The removal of large woody debris resulted from the 
misguided but well-intentioned effort to improve stream conditions for fisheries.  Other 
activities such as ocean and sport fishing are related only through impacts on a common 
resource.  Debates have raged over the relative importance of the various factors.  But this EIR 
limits its examination to factors over which CDF’s management of JDSF may exercise some 
influence. 
 
The project’s contribution to cumulative impacts will be less than considerable based on the 
project design and the proposed mitigation.  As discussed in the project impacts section for 
Aquatic Resources (section 6.1.6), impacts to aquatic resources have been mitigated to a less 
than significant level and are likely to lead to improved in-stream habitat conditions and 
improved fish population numbers.  Habitat protection measures incorporated into the design 
of the proposed project are discussed in EIR sections 6.1.3 (Habitat Protection) and 6.1.4 
(Monitoring and Adaptive Management).  Examples of the protection measures are: 
 
• Class I and II WLPZs will be managed to promote late-seral forest conditions 
• WLPZs will include no harvest zones, or limited entry to improve salmonid habitat 
• Overstory canopy cover will be maintained at high levels to provide shade cover 
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• Class I and II WLPZs will retain a minimize of 240 sq. ft. per acre of conifer basal area, 
and ten largest conifers per 330 feet of stream channel will be retained within 50 feet of 
the watercourse transition line 

• With limited exceptions, salvage of dead or dying trees and retention of native 
hardwoods will not be permitted in WLPZs  

• A road management plan will be implemented to minimize sediment production and 
delivery to watercourses 

• Hillslope management guidelines are provided to address slope stability concerns 
 
Mitigation measures 1 and 2 for aquatic resources resulting from the EIR process are included 
in EIR section 6.1.6 (Project Impacts).  These mitigation measures are designed to ensure that 
sufficient levels of LWD are present in watercourses prior to harvesting, or provide for LWD 
recruitment if the LWD levels are below target levels.   
 
When the current conditions are viewed in light of past projects, other current projects, and 
reasonably anticipated future projects, CDF believes that the effects of the proposed 
management plan will not contribute to a further degradation of the aquatic resources and will 
contribute to improvements in those resources.  As explained more fully in the EIR, current 
timber harvesting plans are being conducted under greatly tightened controls through the 
Forest Practice Rules and the lessening and avoidance of impacts of individual THPs through 
CEQA review and analysis with other agencies.  Areas along streams are being protected, and 
areas to be harvested are located farther away from streams than in the past.  These actions 
should reduce erosion near streams; allow filtering of sediments in the forest floor litter 
between harvesting areas and streams; and result in the return of woody debris to the streams.  
Improved road management and the careful abandonment of old roads are expected to result in 
important reductions in erosion from road surfaces and stream crossings.  The relocation of 
roads from along streams to ridge tops and the change to out-sloping of road surfaces is already 
reducing road caused sedimentation.  Future projects that comply with the new management 
plan are expected to result in further improvements to aquatic resources. 
 
Given the management practices included in the proposed project and the proposed mitigation 
measures developed through the EIR process, the proposed project will not result in a 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on aquatic resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts On Wetlands 
 
Implementation of the Forest Management Plan when considered with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects will not result in significant impacts to wetlands.  
Protection to wetlands will be provided on a project or management activity basis.  Direct 
impacts such as removal, filling or hydrologic interruption will be avoided and indirect impacts 
such as increased sedimentation will be minimized through the sediment reduction practices 
included in the Forest Management Plan.  The proposed project will not result in a considerable 
contribution to cumulative impacts on wetlands. 
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Cumulative Impacts on Late Successional Forest, Snags, Down Wood, 
Hardwoods, Riparian, and Other Unique/Special Habitats and Features 

 
The project’s contribution to cumulative impacts will be less than significant based on the 
project design and proposed mitigation.  As discussed in the project impacts section for Aquatic 
Resources (section 6.1.6), and Wildlife Resources (section 6.6.5), impacts to aquatic and wildlife 
resources have been mitigated to a less than significant level.  Habitat protection measures 
incorporated into the design of the proposed project are discussed in EIR sections: 6.1.3 – 
Habitat Protection, 6.1.4 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management, 6.6.3 – Project Measures for 
Protection of Resources, and 6.6.6 – Mitigation and Monitoring. 
 
Cumulative Impacts on Wildlife Communities, Neotropical Birds, and Game 
Species 
 
The project’s contribution to cumulative impacts will be less than significant based on the 
project design and proposed mitigation.  As discussed in the project impacts sections for 
Wildlife Resources (section 6.6.5) and Aquatic Resources (section 6.1.6), impacts to aquatic and 
wildlife resources have been mitigated to a less than significant level.  Habitat protection 
measures incorporated into the design of the proposed project are discussed in EIR sections: 
6.1.3 (Habitat Protection), 6.1.4 (Monitoring and Adaptive Management), 6.6.3 (Project 
Measures for Protection of Resources), and 6.6.6 (Mitigation and Monitoring). 
 
Cumulative Impacts on the Lotis Blue Butterfly 
 
The project’s contribution to cumulative impacts will be less than significant based on the 
project design and proposed mitigation.  As discussed in the project impact sections for Wildlife 
Resources (section 6.6.5) and Botanical Resources (6.2.6), impacts to pygmy forest and sphagnum 
bogs have been mitigated to a less than significant level.  Habitat and species protection 
measures incorporated into the design of the proposed project are discussed in EIR sections: 
6.2.3 (Project Measures for Protection of Botanical Resources), 6.2.4 (Specific Management 
Actions), and 6.6.3 (Project Measures for Protection of Resources). 
 
Cumulative Impacts on Southern Torrent Salamander, Tailed Frog, Northern 

Red-legged Frog, Foothill Yellow-legged Frog, and Northwestern Pond 
Turtle 

 
The project’s contribution to cumulative impacts will be less than significant based on the 
project design and proposed mitigation.  As discussed in the project impacts sections for 
Wildlife Resources (section 6.6.5) and Aquatic Resources (section 6.1.6), impacts to aquatic and 
wildlife resources have been mitigated to a less than significant level and are likely to lead to 
improved instream and riparian habitat conditions.  Habitat protection measures incorporated 
into the design of the proposed project are discussed in EIR sections: 6.1.3 (Habitat Protection), 
6.1.4 (Monitoring and Adaptive Management), 6.6.3 (Project Measures for Protection of 
Resources), and 6.6.6 (Mitigation and Monitoring). 
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Cumulative Impacts on Northern Goshawk, Cooper’s Hawk, Bald Eagle, 

Golden Eagle, Osprey, Peregrine Falcon, Marbled Murrelet, Northern 
Spotted Owl, Vaux’s Swift, Purple Martin, Yellow Warbler, Olive-Sided 
Flycatcher, and Pacific Fisher 

 
The project’s contribution to cumulative impacts will be less than significant based on the 
project design and proposed mitigation.  As discussed in the project impacts section for Wildlife 
Resources (section 6.6.5), impacts to wildlife resources have been mitigated to a less than 
significant level. Habitat protection measures incorporated into the design of the proposed 
project are discussed in EIR sections: 6.6.3 (Project Measures for Protection of Resources) and 
6.6.6 (Mitigation and Monitoring). 
 
Cumulative Impacts On Geologic and Soil Conditions 
 
Potential adverse cumulative effects associated with the proposed Forest Management Plan 
reflect the impacts associated with continued land management practices past, present, and 
future within JDSF itself, in combination with those that have occurred, are occurring, or may 
occur in the future in interconnected watersheds outside JDSF.  From a geologic standpoint, 
significant adverse impacts are typically those associated with increases in the rates of 
landsliding and erosion that deliver sediment to watercourses.  The fact that watersheds in JDSF 
and in the vicinity are listed by the E.P.A. as sediment impaired under Section 303 (d) of the 
Clean Water Act suggests that significant adverse cumulative effects have occurred in the 
region due to past management practices, and that there is a low threshold for future impacts. 
 
As has been documented throughout the region, past timber harvest practices were far more 
harmful than those utilized following adoption of the modern Forest Practice Rules.  The best-
documented example of this is in the Caspar Creek watershed within JDSF, where studies show 
a significant decrease in sediment loading and peak storm flows following recent “modern” 
harvests (clear cutting with roads located in mid and upper slope positions in the North Fork of 
Caspar Creek) relative to earlier harvests (selective harvests with low slope roads in the South 
Fork of Caspar Creek).  As such, future timber harvests must be weighed with the impacts 
associated with past harvests, since watersheds are clearly still recovering (see results of Lettis 
& Associates study discussing sediment storage in the Noyo River).  Other past projects that 
have resulted in watershed impacts are primarily associated with the development of roads 
(Highway 20, residential roads, ranch roads, etc.).  We are not aware of other significant 
developments or projects in the pertinent watersheds that have resulted in impacts that should 
be considered in a cumulative effects analysis.   
 
Studies in Caspar Creek (Lewis, 1998) suggest that:   
 

1) management impacts are generally proportional to the area disturbed, and  
2) that the effects of multiple disturbances within a single watershed are approximately 

additive.   
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As such, it appears that a logical approach to limiting adverse cumulative watershed-scale 
impacts is to limit the amount of disturbance that occurs within a particular watershed within a 
certain time frame.  Unfortunately, current knowledge does not allow definition of a particular 
threshold of disturbance.  As such, it is not currently feasible to define an appropriate rate of 
watershed impact or disturbance at the programmatic level of the proposed JDSF Forest 
Management Plan.  Therefore it appears that adverse cumulative watershed impacts must be 
mitigated at a smaller scale. 
 
The JDSF Forest Management Plan contains a wide range of elements intended to minimize 
management-related impacts at both the watershed and subwatershed scale.  Subwatershed 
scale mitigation will occur primarily during the THP process and in enactment of the Road 
Management Plan.  THP-level provisions include specific management practices to mitigate the 
potential to introduce sediment to area watercourses, and are described in the Watershed 
section of Chapter 3.  That discussion describes specific goals for Riparian Management, 
Hillslope Management to Provide for Slope Stability, Logging Systems, Road Management 
Plan, and Water Quality.  Day-to-day guidelines for roads, riparian zones, watercourses, and 
hillslopes are defined, and appear to include the current, state-of-the-practice approaches to low 
impact forest management.   
 
Watershed scale mitigation will primarily result from the “monitoring and adaptive 
management” strategy outlined in Chapter 5.  Monitoring is to be used to evaluate progress 
toward the stated goals of the Management Plan.  Adaptive management refers to management 
strategies that will be utilized should monitoring indicate that “resource conditions begin to 
deviate from the desired trajectory.”  The Management Plan defines specific Watershed 
Resource goals to mitigate road and crossing problem sites, to minimize erosion impacts, to 
minimize management-related landslides, and to maintain or improve aquatic and riparian 
habitat conditions and minimize sediment delivery to watercourses.  In addition, the Plan 
proposed to “minimize potential cumulative watershed effects resulting from forest 
management activities” based on a long-term agreement between CDF and the USFS-PSW to 
continue conducting watershed research at Caspar Creek. 
 
Past projects involving clear cutting of most of the forest while owned by the Casper Lumber 
Company and construction of roads and railroads through or alongside of stream channels 
contributed to erosion and mass wasting causing severely adverse conditions in streams.  Early 
management by CDF in the 50s and 60s followed similar but less severe practices.  Changes in 
the Forest Practice Rules caused CDF to locate new roads on ridgetops with outsloping surfaces 
causing major reductions in erosion from road surfaces and from mass wasting. 
 
Current new road construction is limited to short extensions on ridgetops to allow for cable 
yarding at the top of timber harvesting plans or for helicopter yarding.  Both yarding systems 
produce far less erosion than older methods.  Further, the great reduction in new road 
construction is causing corresponding reductions in the amount of construction related erosion.   
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Future timber harvesting, limited road construction, and the new Road Management Plan are 
expected to cause further reductions in human caused erosion.  The present and future practices 
are expected to reduce erosion to low levels that will enable streams to clear themselves of the 
excess burden of sediments caused by past activities and to restore conditions favorable to high 
quality aquatic life.   
 
The provisions contained within the proposed Forest Management Plan appear to define 
adequate steps to mitigate potential impacts that may lead to adverse cumulative effects, based 
primarily on state-of-the-practice management methodologies.  In addition, it is likely that 
future TMDL studies will impose specific goals and thresholds that will define the level of 
appropriate impact associated with future management. 
 
Cumulative Impacts of Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
Implementation of the Plan will result in continued use of hazardous materials, such as fuels, 
lubricants, and pesticides in compliance with the Forest Practice Rules and other applicable 
regulations.  Requirements for the transport, storage, handling, and disposal of the hazardous 
materials that might be used at JDSF are established and enforced by the NCRWQCB, 
Department of Pesticide Regulation, and County Agricultural Commissioner.  Any foreseeable 
increase in hazardous chemical use would still be within the acceptable limits established by the 
Mendocino County Agricultural Commissioner and the NCRWQCB.  Compliance with all 
Federal and State laws, codes, and regulations will minimize to less than significant levels any 
potential impact that may result from the transport, storage, handling, and disposal of the 
hazardous materials.  
 
Furthermore, based on evaluations CDF has conducted on this issue in relation to herbicide use 
by other landowners, potentially significant impacts related to the actual application of 
herbicides on JDSF are not expected.  A CDF report titled Environmental Effects of Herbicide 
Related to Timber Harvesting (Norm Hill and Wendy Wickizer March 4, 2002) states that “The 
effects are generally not cumulative impacts because uses related to different Timber Harvest Plans 
(THPs) are separated in time and distance so that their individual effects rarely reinforce or interact with 
each other.”  Additionally, the report states: 

 
…the plan (THP) submitter is bound by State and Federal law to 
use herbicides only in accordance with their label restrictions: 
CDF finds that there is no significant adverse effect that will result 
from this plan related to herbicide use. 

 
In the official response of THP 1-01-208 HUM, December 2001, CDF replied regarding the issue 
of herbicide use on this THP proposed by Pacific Lumber Company (PALCO).  CDF based most 
of its responses on findings that were made in an EIR PALCO prepared for its Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP) as it relates to harvesting redwood timberland in Humboldt County.  
One of the responses states,  
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Applications will occur as part of the initial site preparation 
activities and are considered to the extent that vegetative re-
invasion of the site will be delayed and because significant averse 
impacts on the environment are not expected to occur from the 
lawful use of herbicides.”  Additionally the response states, “No 
mitigations were determined to be necessary with respect to 
limiting herbicide use based on an identifiable significant adverse 
impact (as it relates to CEQA). 

 
Ultimately the response finds “The herbicide use that could potentially be used in the plan area are not 
likely to have any significant impacts on the environment, humans, wildlife, or water quality.” 
 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act, the determination of a significant effect must 
be based on substantial evidence in the record (Pub. Res. Code sec. 21082.2).  Controversy or 
intensely held opinions not based on substantial evidence will not justify deciding that an effect 
is significant.  Due to the absence of substantial evidence that pesticides, when properly used, 
present a threat to the environment or human health, this EIR has concluded that pesticide use 
on JDSF is not a potentially significant effect on the environment. 
 
Cumulative Impacts On Hydrology and Water Quality  
 
Cumulative impacts relating to peak flows and sedimentation have the potential to occur as a 
result of the proposed project.  Project impacts are discussed in the Hydrology and Water 
Quality Section 10.4.3.  In addition, Appendix 11 provided a detailed accounting of potential 
cumulative watershed effects (CWE) relating to peak flows and sedimentation.      
 
Peak Flow Cumulative Impacts 
 
CWE relating to peak flows were assessed (refer to appendix 11) using the methodology 
presented by USFS Redwood Science Lab in the Review of Freshwater Flooding Analysis (Lisle 
et. al. 2000).  This analysis was based on the harvest levels for the 20-year period from 1980 – 
1999 and the projected harvest levels and methods included as part of the DFMP.  The analysis 
indicates that peak flows generated from relatively small storms that occur early in the season 
(2-year storm return interval using a dry wetness index of 50) are expected to increase less than 
11 percent.  While no threshold standards have been determined for peak flow increases, 
studies (Lewis et al. 2001, Grant et al. 1999, Zeimer 1998) have indicated that peak flow 
increases in this range have been relatively benign, causing no significant adverse effects.  
Therefore, the proposed project will not result in a considerable contribution to peak flow 
related cumulative impacts.  
 
Sedimentation Cumulative Impacts 
 
A discussion is provided in appendix 11 in regards to potential cumulative watershed effects 
related to sedimentation. Also, please refer to the previous Geologic and Soil Conditions section 
for additional discussion.  In summary, management-related activities have accelerated the 
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naturally high erosion and sedimentation rates.  Increased erosion and sediment yields have 
been documented from roads, compacted areas, and mass wasting sites.  However,  
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implementation of improved Forest Practice Rules (FPR) and Best Management Practices (BMP) 
over the last 20 years is considered to have significantly decreased sediment input to streams 
relative to past practices (Cafferata and Spittler 1998, Lewis 1998, CDF 1995, SWRCB 1987). 
 
The relationship between peak flow increases, stream channel geomorphology and 
sedimentation is also discussed in appendix 11.  In summary, studies completed in the North 
Fork Casper Creek indicated that increased volume of stream-flow following logging was 
strongly correlated to increased sediment delivery and transport (e.g. post-logging increased 
storm flows provide additional energy to deliver and transport available sediment). Other 
variables found to be significant were road cut and fill area and length of unbuffered stream 
channel, particularly in burned areas (Lewis et al. 2001). Channel geomorphology influences 
suspended sediment load transport and storage. Lewis et al. (2001) concluded that sediment 
loads are affected as much by channel conditions (e.g. organic debris, sediment storage sites, 
channel gradient, width-to-depth ratios) as by sediment delivery from the hillslopes. Similarly, 
Koehler et al. (2001) states that increases in suspended sediment loads from sediments trapped 
in long-term channel storage sites (10 to 100 or more years), and transported downstream 
during high flow events, have the potential to create an overestimation of the sediment 
generated by contemporary upslope management practices.  
 
The most important explanatory variable in the aggregate analysis of the North Fork Caspar 
Creek sediment loads was increased stormflow (Lewis et al. 2001). As peak flow increases are 
greatest for the smallest peaks occurring during the driest antecedent conditions, Lewis et al. 
(2001) found most of the larger percentage increases in clearcuts were from small events and 
equated to relatively minor absolute increases in sediment load. Median percentage increases 
were greater in clearcut watersheds than in partially cut watersheds. As the peak flow increases 
diminish with vegetation growth, flow related increases in sediment load are expected to be 
short lived. 
 
As the peak flow increases are anticipated to be relatively benign, the short-lived suspended 
sediment increases associated with peak flows are similarly anticipated to be relatively benign. 
of greater consideration are the silviculture and channel protection measures that have been 
shown to influence suspended sediment loads, and the road and landslide measures that have 
been shown to increase sediment inputs. Correspondingly, suspended sediment loads increase 
in clearcuts, in channels without buffers, and in small drainages that are burned and/or 
reshaped. Sediment delivery from landslides and road failures increase when failures are in 
close proximity to a watercourse (common along steep inner gorge settings, where roads are 
located adjacent and parallel to a stream, on improperly constructed roads and legacy roads, at 
road crossings, and roads with inadequate maintenance). 
 
The proposed project was designed to mitigate these potential impacts by reducing the amount 
of clear cutting and modifying the silvicultural method to retain more vegetation, providing 
significant stream channel buffers for vegetation retention and equipment exclusion, 
minimizing burning adjacent to watercourse channels, implementation of a road management 
plan to minimize sediment delivery to watercourses from roads, and hillslope management 
practices to minimize mass wasting.   
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Given these management practices, the proposed project will not result in a considerable 
contribution to sedimentation related cumulative impacts. 
 
Noise Cumulative Impacts 
 
Noise impacts are generally considered cumulatively significant if, in conjunction with past, 
present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects, they are not consistent with the local general 
plan, or would subject persons to noise levels above acceptable levels.  Sensitive receptors 
considered in the analysis of implementation of the DFMP include recreation areas within the 
Forest itself and rural residences bordering the western edge of JDSF.  
 
Logging related noise generally temporarily and intermittently generates noise levels 
significantly above ambient noise levels.  Specific levels of noise generated during logging 
operations depend on the particular types, number, and usage rates of equipment used.  In the 
absence of mitigation measures, implementation of the DFMP together with other foreseeable 
impacts in the area may cumulatively significantly increase the level of noise that certain 
sensitive receptors currently experience.    
 
Such cumulative impacts that may result from noise due to the proposed project include: 
 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above levels 
existing without the project will accompany any logging operations conducted under 
the DFMP.  Sources of noise associated with logging likely to impact the noise 
environment in JDSF may include log trucks, yarding equipment, tractors, helicopters, 
saws, and other equipment.  Under the DFMP, noise generated within JDSF by 
recreational uses such as shooting and ORVs will not significantly increase existing 
noise levels. Result in increase in noise in the project vicinity. 

  
Without mitigation, project contributions to an increase in temporary or periodic ambient noise 
levels above established thresholds would be considered a significant cumulative impact when 
taken cumulatively with other potential high noise production activity on or near JDSF.  The 
cumulative impact will be reduced to less than significance with incorporation of mitigation 
measures. 
 
As discussed in the project impacts section for Noise (DEIR Section VII.12), impacts have been 
mitigated to a less than significant level.  The mitigation measures are listed below with 
corrections from original form in the DEIR. 
 
Mitigation Measure:  Active timber operations within the vicinity of occupied campgrounds 
and picnic areas will be limited to weekdays and non-holidays.  Noise abatement mitigation 
will be included in any timber sale within 1,000 feet of an open campground or within 200 feet 
of a residence, park, or other identified sensitive receptor.  Camp hosts will be kept informed of 
activities associated with timber operations affecting campgrounds under their jurisdiction.  In 
addition, noise and disturbance impacts on nest sites of listed species and neighbors will be 
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considered in decisions to prescribe helicopter use in logging operations.  The Mendocino 
General Plan standards for residential dwellings in rural suburban communities will be used as 
a guide in assessing noise impacts expected from specific timber harvest operations.   
 
The following helicopter flight modifications will be utilized when necessary to further mitigate 
noise impacts within and adjacent to JDSF to a level less than significant: 

1.  Buffer helicopter pads by using ridges or other solid sound attenuating landscape features 
where available and practicable. 

2. Design helicopter flight paths to provide buffering distance from hiking trails, 
campgrounds, and areas inhabited by species of concern where necessary. 

3. Where practicable, design helicopter flight paths using terrain features that would minimize 
noise reception by sensitive receptors (i.e. fly behind ridges). 

4. Limit times of day for helicopter use to minimize impacts within and adjacent to JDSF.   
 
In addition to mitigation measures specified within the DFMP, utilizing the Mendocino County 
General Plan and other existing standards as guidance in the development of mitigation will 
reduce noise impacts from timber operations within JDSF to a level less than significant (see 
Land Use section).  Logging related noise levels likely to be generated under the DFMP are 
consistent with applicable state and federal noise standards. 
 
Logging operations will increase ambient noise levels near an active timber harvest; however, 
given the temporary, remote and seasonal nature of timber harvest, mitigation measures will 
reduce noise impacts to a less than significant level.   
 
Monitoring of mitigation measures will occur as specified in the Noise Section of the DEIR 
 
Cumulative Impacts On Botanical Resources 
 
Cumulative impacts to botanical resources have the potential to occur as a result of ground or 
vegetation disturbing projects when considered in combination with past, current and 
reasonable foreseeable future projects.  Adverse impacts are related to direct impacts to a 
sensitive species or indirect impact through habitat modification.  A cumulative impact may 
occur if multiple ground or vegetation disturbing projects impact sensitive botanical resources 
to the degree that the range of a species is compromised or the population viability of a species 
on JDSF is compromised.  However, the potential occurrence of this cumulative impact as a 
result of implementing the Forest Management Plan has been minimized through the design of 
the Forest Management Plan and mitigations proposed in the EIR. 
 
Direct and indirect impacts are addressed through project level surveys and development of 
protection measures.  In summary, the botanical protection measures include project specific 
scoping in consultation with DFG to assess potential impacts, project specific surveys to identify 
sensitive botanical resources, and development of appropriate mitigation measures to avoid or 
minimize impacts.  The THP review process will provide DFG and the public the opportunity to 
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review and comment on proposed timber harvesting and botanical related mitigation measures 
developed for protecting botanical resources.  Future THPs and other projects subject to CEQA 
review will also include additional cumulative impacts analysis including an assessment of 
sensitive botanical resources that will be affected by the project.  
 
Cumulative impacts to botanical resources will be reduced to less than significant by avoiding 
and minimizing direct and indirect impacts to sensitive species as proposed in the FEIR, and 
from implementation of the monitoring and adaptive management strategy outlined in 
Management Plan chapter 5.  Monitoring will evaluate the progress toward the goals on the 
management plan.  Adaptive management refers to the change in management strategies that 
will occur if monitoring indicates that resources conditions are not progressing toward the goals 
of the management plan.  This process will provide JDSF the flexibility to review and modify 
the design of botanical mitigation measures to ensure that mitigation measures are effective in 
protection botanical resources in JDSF.  Conducting project specific surveys and providing 
positive findings of sensitive plants to DFG will allow JDSF and DFG to develop baseline data 
on sensitive plants so that the effectiveness of botanical protection measures can be evaluated.  
Developing and maintaining this type of data, and working with other agencies and resource 
professionals to evaluate the effectiveness of project objectives comprise the first goal of the 
Forest Management Plan.  Implementation of the Forest Management Plan with the additional 
mitigation measures proposed in the EIR will not result in a considerable contribution to 
cumulative impacts on botanical resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts On Timber Resources  

 
Implementation of the DFMP was determined to have a potential adverse cumulative effect on 
the following Timber Resource value areas: 
 
• Old Growth Forest 
• Late Seral/Late Successional Forest Characteristics 
• Maximum Sustained Production of High Quality Forest Products (MSP) 
• Application of Silvicultural Methods and effects to other resource areas 
• Conifer Species Diversity and Hardwood Management 
 
The potential adverse cumulative effects related to old-growth forest values as a result of the 
DFMP implementation are expected to be less than significant in the short term, and likely 
result in positive or beneficial effects in the long term. As described in DEIR Section 6.3.6 
regarding project impacts on page 178, presently there are 11 old-growth groves totaling 459 
acres that are designated for retention. In addition, the DFMP identifies that aggregations (>2 
acres) of existing old growth and individual old-growth trees within the larger young-growth 
stands will be retained with limited exceptions. There will be no reduction in old-growth forest, 
no reduction in old growth aggregations, and the potential for removal of residual old growth 
trees has been reduced to less than significant.  
 
The DFMP also identifies that buffers adjacent to three of the groves are created to provide for 
late seral forest recruitment with protection measures provided similar to the old-growth 
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groves. In addition to these protection measures for existing old growth, the DFMP provides for 
late seral recruitment in areas identified in the following paragraph that are expected to total 
over 23% of the JDSF land base. It would be expected that over the long term, old-growth forest 
values would be enhanced with the measures of old-growth retention and late seral forest 
recruitment as contained in the DFMP. No significant adverse short-term or long-term 
cumulative effects related to old-growth forest values are expected as a result of implementing 
the JDSF DFMP. 
 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act, the determination of a significant effect must 
be based on substantial evidence in the record (Pub. Res. Code sec. 21082.2).  Controversy or 
intensely held opinions not based on substantial evidence will not justify deciding that an effect 
is significant.  Due to the absence of substantial evidence that the removal of a very limited 
number of individual old growth trees presents a threat to the environment, this EIR has 
concluded that the limited removal of old growth trees that is likely to occur as a result of the 
management plan is not a potentially significant effect on the environment. 
 
Potential adverse cumulative effects related to late seral/successional forest characteristics as a 
result of the DFMP implementation is expected to be less than significant in the short term, and 
likely result in positive or beneficial effects in the long term. As described in DEIR Section 6.3.6 
regarding project impacts on page 178-181, JDSF intends to recruit trees with late successional 
characteristics in areas that enhance the ecological effects of forests with these structural 
characteristics, such as the Mendocino Woodlands Special Treatment Area, areas adjacent to 
three of the old-growth groves, WLPZs, and other Special Concern areas. These areas managed 
for development of late seral structural conditions are expected to occupy approximately 20% of 
JDSF.  
 
A near term assessment (15 years) of stand structure changes was included on pages 179-180, 
and it was determined that in the short term, development of late successional forest conditions 
will be minimal. A long term assessment (100 years) of stand structure changes was included on 
pages 180-181, and it was determined that in the long term, development of late successional 
forest conditions will be progressing towards optimum conditions found in late successional 
forests as a result of implementing the DFMP. It would be expected that over the long term, late 
successional forest conditions would be enhanced with the measures of old-growth retention 
and late seral forest recruitment as contained in the DFMP. No significant adverse short-term or 
long-term cumulative effects related to late successional forest conditions are expected as a 
result of implementing the JDSF DFMP. 
 
Potential adverse cumulative effects related to maximum sustained production of high quality 
forest products (MSP) as a result of the DFMP implementation is expected to be less than 
significant in both the short term and long term. The JDSF allowable harvest level is predicated 
on the goal of non-declining inventory levels where the intent is to harvest less than growth in 
any 10 year rolling planning period. Presently, the JDSF has a LTSY projection of 40-50MMBF 
per year, and a present estimate of unconstrained measured growth of 65 MMBF per year, while  
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the proposed harvest level identified in the DFMP is 31 to 33 MMBF per year. Accounting for 
possible statistical variances of the growth estimates, it is expected the proposed harvest level 
will result in an inventory increase.  
 
The LTSY projection was based on the Option “A” analysis performed for JDSF based on the 
growth model CRYPTOS calibrated to the empirical yield tables and constrained to 80% of 
maximum Stand Density Index. It was recognized that CRYPTOS was developed for use in 
even-aged redwood stands, but is currently the only growth and yield model available for use 
in redwood stands. Its use overestimates the growth rates of in-growth trees and predicts a 
higher future volume than actually experienced under an uneven-aged system. In the short 
term of 10 to 15 years, CRYPTOS can be used to accurately predict the growth and yield of the 
uneven-aged stands. However, over the long term, the ability of CRYPTOS to accurately predict 
stand development in uneven-aged stands, particularly the in-growth trees in the understory, is 
debatable.  
 
Basing allowable harvest levels solely on this type of modeling could result in a long-term 
significant impact to timber growth and yield. The Forest staff recognized the potential for 
CRYPTOS to overestimate growth in uneven-aged management areas. In addition to 
establishing a conservative harvest level of 31-33 MMBF per year, the DFMP (chapter 5) 
commits the Forest to a monitoring and adaptive management program that includes growth 
and yield. Growth will be monitored as part of the continuous forest inventory system that will 
continue to be re-measured at five-year intervals. Furthermore, the Forest is working towards a 
long-term solution to the uneven-aged modeling problem. The Forest has committed to a 
number of growth and yield studies including the Asymmetrical Coast Redwood Growth 
Model Study that was initiated in 1986 to develop a process based coast redwood growth model 
that can be used on partial harvest and uneven-aged management areas. Re-measurement of the 
thinned stand using the developed specifications will be done during the latter part of the 
planning period to verify the growth model projections. The Casper Creek Cutting trials, the 
Long Term Pre-commercial Thinning Study, the Railroad Gulch study, the Whiskey Springs 
Thinning Study and other studies all have potential to provide growth and yield data that may 
address the uneven-aged modeling problem.  
 
Given the conservative harvest level in comparison to growth, monitoring and adaptive 
management measures, and additional studies of growth and yield, no significant adverse short 
term or long term cumulative effects related to MSP are expected as a result of implementing 
the JDSF DFMP. 
 
Potential adverse cumulative effects to other resource areas from application of silvicultural 
methods as a result of the DFMP implementation is expected to be less than significant in both 
the short term and long term. As contained on page 183 of the DEIR,  
 

Implementation of the silvicultural allocation plan and short-term 
harvest schedule will create a diverse mosaic of forest age-class 
structures at the landscape level that will contribute to habitat 
stability, research opportunities, maintenance of biodiversity, and 
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functional forest ecosystems. The allocation of silvicultural 
systems addresses potential conflicts with State Forest recreational 
use and local public interest values. Practices similar to even-aged 
silviculture that would encompass five or more acres were 
minimized in management compartments adjacent to certain 
areas of special concern where management is constrained. 
Uneven-aged management, which tends to maintain a continuous 
forest canopy, has been incorporated within the management 
compartments with identified sensitive public interest values.  

 
State Forest staff will continue to conduct site-specific assessments to determine the 
appropriateness of silvicultural prescriptions for any given area. The silvicultural allocation 
plan provides for protecting the recognized areas of special concern. Impacts related to these 
timber resource values are considered to be less than significant. 
 
Table 25 on pages 184 and 185 provides silvicultural limitations for the various Special Concern 
Areas as identified in the DFMP. With these identified silvicultural limitations, silvicultural 
mitigation measures in the DFMP, on-going monitoring and site specific assessments to 
determine adequacy of resource protection and adaptive management, no significant adverse 
short term or long term cumulative effects to other resource areas from the application of 
identified silvicultural methods are expected as a result of implementing the JDSF DFMP. 
 
Potential adverse cumulative effects related to conifer species diversity and hardwood 
management as a result of the DFMP implementation is expected to be less than significant in 
both the short term and long term. The DFMP provides for retaining conifer species diversity as 
required by the FPRs and managing hardwood species at levels, which more closely resembles 
natural conditions and is conducive to attaining MSP for the Forest. The DFMP identifies that 
redwood and Douglas fir are the favored conifer species for regeneration. Hemlock and grand 
fir are to be managed for no increase over current levels. Bishop pine is being controlled to 
remain a minor species where it occurs in commercial stands. Where artificial regeneration is 
used following a timber harvest, both redwood and Douglas-fir seedlings will be planted. The 
relative numbers of each species is determined after an assessment of the site to evaluate 
whether it is more suited for one species or the other.  
 
Pages 185 and 186 of the DEIR identify a potential long-term effect on confer species diversity.  
 

A concern for long-term conifer species diversity exists where 
singletree selection or cluster selection silviculture is 
implemented over a longer period of time. The understory 
growth of shade intolerant redwood and Douglas fir is expected 
to be retarded due to light conditions more favorable to shade 
tolerant species hemlock and grand fir. This would result in 
higher percentages of hemlock and grand fir in the composition 
of the under story of the future stand, changing the conifer 
species diversity desired. The overstory would be expected to 
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trend toward all redwood and Douglas fir. Based on the 
preference for retention of redwood and Douglas fir stated in the 
DFMP, the majority of hemlock and grand fir will have been 
harvested from the overstory. Some of the trees not harvested 
would likely develop into snags or are blown down due to these 
species susceptibility to exposure and wind effects following 
thinning of the forest canopy. The continuing forest inventory 
will allow JDSF staff to monitor species diversity and adopt 
management techniques to prevent a significant change in species 
diversity. 

 
The DFMP states on page 61 that: 
 

JDSF will maintain the naturally occurring hardwood components 
in riparian stands (WLPZs) and other special concern areas when 
consistent with the objectives of that area.  The goal is to maintain 
hardwood tree composition at approximately 10 percent (West 
End) to 15 percent (East End) of the stand basal area. Maintaining 
and recruiting hardwoods on JDSF, including larger size classes, 
will enhance not only wildlife species diversity but also forest 
structural diversity. 

 
Page 60 of the DFMP states “All hardwoods 36”DBH+ will be considered for retention.” Individual 
hardwoods are retained in most stands in order to recruit hardwoods into larger size classes, 
and to develop valuable wildlife habitat elements. In areas of the Forest with an overabundance 
of hardwoods, the emphasis will be to restore the stands to a conifer-dominated condition. In 
addition to native hardwood species control, within the Eucalyptus infestation area identified 
above in the Special Concern Areas, silviculture methods are prescribed to control the spread of 
Eucalyptus. 
 
With these identified measures to insure short term conifer species diversity, on-going 
monitoring and adaptive management to insure long term conifer species diversity, and 
identified measures to provide for suitable hardwood presence, no significant adverse short 
term or long term cumulative effects to conifer species diversity and hardwood management 
are expected as a result of implementing the JDSF DFMP. 
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Section III 

Agency Responses 
 
This section presents letters written by public agencies in response to the DEIR, and CDF’s 
responses to the letters.  The public agencies that submitted comments are: 
 

1. County of Mendocino Planning and Building Department 
2. County of Mendocino Board of Supervisors 
3. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services 
4. U.C. Cooperative Extension 
5. Air Quality Management District 
6. State Department of Fish and Game 
7. California Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region 
8. State Department of Parks and Recreation, Mendocino District 
9. State Department of Transportation 
10. State Department of Conservation 
11. National Marine Fisheries Service 

 
Each agency’s letter is reproduced, showing the “comment number” assigned to the individual 
comments set forth in the letter.  Immediately following the agency’s letter, CDF’s letter 
responding to that agency’s comments is reproduced. 
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County of Mendocino Planning and Building Department 
Letter GP-47 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA-- THE RESOURCES AGENCY  GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
SacramentO, CA 94244-2460 

Website: www.fire.ca.gov       R1   
(916) 653-7772 

September 10, 2002 
Gary Pedroni 
County of Mendocino 
Department of Planning and Building Services 
501 Low Gap Road, Room 1440 
Ukiah, CA  95482 
 
RE: Response to Mendocino County Department of Planning and Building Services Comments on Draft 

EIR to the Jackson Demonstration State Forest Draft Management Plan (Reference: GP-47) 
 
Dear Mr. Pedroni: 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR).  Our response follows below.  Please note that the comment numbers are as 
assigned in Exhibit Letter #47, a copy of which is attached. 
 

1. We support the draft Forest Management Plan (DFMP) which states that a 200 foot 
setback (buffer area) will be maintained whenever the adjacent land owner is a non-
industrial timberland owner. 

 
2. As a point of clarification, the FMP should make it clear that the buffer would be 

located on the State Forest property as opposed to the adjacent private property. 
 
Response to Comments 1 and 2 
 
For the purpose analysis in DEIR, non-industrial adjacent timberland parcel buffer zones were measured 
from the border between JDSF and adjacent land and extending onto JDSF property.  Although the DFMP 
plan is not precisely worded, it is the intent of CDF to measure the buffer in this way and buffers were so 
analyzed in the DEIR.  No changes to the DEIR of the DFMP are required.  
 
If you have any questions, please contact Chris Rowney, Resource Management at (916) 653-9420 or e-
mail at chris.rowney@fire.ca.gov. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
      Ross Johnson 
      Deputy Director 
 
Attachment
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County of Mendocino Board of Supervisors Letter JDC-48 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA--THE RESOURCES AGENCY  GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 

Website: www.fire.ca.gov  R1         
(916) 653-7772 
 
      September 10, 2002 
 
J. David Colfax 
County of Mendocino 
Board of Supervisors 
501 Low Gap Road, Room 1090 
Ukiah, CA  95482 
 
RE: Responses to County of Mendocino Board of Supervisors Comments on Draft EIR to the Jackson 
Demonstration State Forest Draft Management Plan (Reference: JDC-48) 
 
Dear Members of the Board: 
 
Thank you for your comments regarding the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Our responses follow below.  Please note that the “Response 
numbers” correspond with the comment numbers as assigned in Exhibit Letter #48, a copy of which is 
attached. 
 
1. Some of the demonstrations projects should be aimed toward non-industrial forest land owners who 

own approximately 53% of commercial timberland in Mendocino County and whose needs are 
dramatically different than those of industrial ownerships. 

 
Response to Comment #1: 
Overall, the management practices proposed in the JDSF Draft Forest Management Plan (DFMP) and 
considered in the DEIR will be directly applicable to many small non-industrial landowners in the 
County.  The implementation of a range of uneven-aged silvicultural methods will provide small 
landowners an on-the-ground example of single-tree, cluster, and group selection systems that are 
typically used on non-industrial timberlands.  Additionally, the even-aged methods that are proposed 
will provide a viable demonstration and potential research area for this widely used form of forest 
management.  The road management plan provides small landowners a “template” to use if they desire 
to include that type of management consideration in their timberland management documents.  Nearly 
all other aspects of the DFMP have the potential to provide the public and small non-industrial 
landowners with practical forest management practices, as well as an opportunity for on the ground 
examples. 
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2.  The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection should consider pursuit of management options and 
projects that minimize the reliance on the need for petrochemical inputs in order to ensure their 
success. 

 
Response to Comment #2: 
As stated in Section 8.2, Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR (p. 317-319), potential petrochemical use is 
addressed, as well as the emphasis on non-petrochemical options.  The DFMP and DEIR emphasize 
various measures to prevent infestations of invasive and ecologically detrimental species, as well as 
measures to combat infestations in the event that they occur.  The preferred choice is not the use of 
chemicals, but rather Integrated Weed Management (IWM), Integrated Pest Management (IPM), and 
mechanical controls. Appropriate silviculture techniques that consider the potential for invasive, exotic, 
and/or unwanted species is the first management step to prevent the initial site occupation of these 
species.  In the event that these silviculture prescriptions are not successful, IWM, IPM, and mechanical 
control strategies are then implemented. 
 
The Citizen’s Advisory Committee that was appointed by the Director in 1997 found general public 
concern over pesticide use, specifically herbicides.  Herbicide use has been minimal within the past ten 
years, as evident by only 3.8% of the total area within JDSF receiving treatment (CDF correspondence 
with the Mendocino Agricultural Commissioner).  Due to the level of concern and emphasis on 
alternative approaches to herbicide use, JDSF will continue to minimize reliance on chemical treatments. 
 
3.  The Department and Board of Forestry should consider a permanent mechanism that could allow for 

regular input into future management decisions and directions for the Forest. 
 
Response to Comment #3: 
The DFMP does not establish a formal mechanism by which comments from the County of Mendocino 
Board of Supervisors may be heard.  County input in the form of agency comments regarding future 
CEQA review for individual projects will continue to be received by CDF.  The State Forest Advisory 
Committee may provide an additional means of input for the County (DFMP, p. 62).  The Committee 
provides overview and assists in the identification and prioritization of research and demonstration 
projects.  The Committee is appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the Director of CDF and provides a 
source of council on specific issues brought to the Committee by the Director or staff on behalf of the 
Director.  The Committee represents the entire State Forest system, with individual members of the 
Committee representing specific State Forests. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Chris Rowney, Resource Management at (916) 653-9420 or e-
mail at chris.rowney@fire.ca.gov. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Ross Johnson 
      Deputy Director 
      Resource Management 
 
Attachment 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services Letter BH-49 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA--THE RESOURCES AGENCY  GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 
Website: www.fire.ca.gov           
(916) 653-4995       R34 
     September 12, 2002 
 
Bruce G. Halstead, Project Leader 
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 
Arcata Fish and Wildlife Office 
1655 Heindon Road 
Arcata, CA  95521 
 
Dear Mr. Halstead: 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Our responses follow below.  Please note that the 
“Response numbers” correspond with the comment numbers as assigned in Exhibit Letter #BH-
49, a copy of which is attached. 
 
Response to Comment 1.   The results of the CNDDB query completed in preparation of this 
document (See page 225 of the DEIR) did not indicate that murrelets occur in the vicinity of 
Russian Gulch State Park.  However, based on the information provided in comments on the 
DEIR and through subsequent discussion with Rene Pasquinelli (Senior Park Ecologist) of the 
Russian Gulch State Park, the language of the first paragraph on page 248 of the DEIR will be 
changed to read as follows:  “There have been numerous inland detections near JDSF.  The first 
detection was in Russian Gulch State Park in 1976 (Paton and Ralph 1988), and the second detection 
was apparently 1km (0.6mi.) east of the town of Mendocino in 1988 (F. Sharpe, personal communication, 
as cited in Paton and Ralph 1988).  According to Rene Pasquinelli (Personal communication), surveys 
completed annually over the last five years within Russian Gulch State Park have detected numerous 
murrelets flying up the Russian Gulch drainage, including “occupied behavior” type observations.  
Although no nest trees have been identified, this information suggests that murrelets are nesting in the 
Russian Gulch State Park.”  
 
A sentence will also be added to the end of the second paragraph on page 248 of the DEIR to 
read as follows:  “However, potential murrelet habitat was identified by Ken Hoffman (USFWS) on 
former G-P lands in the vicinity of the Mendocino Woodlands Recreation Area (R. Pasquinelli, Personal 
Communication).”  
 
Response to Comments 2, 3 and 4.   All stands occupied by murrelets, and potential habitat for 
murrelets, including Russian Gulch State Park, will be protected and/or provided buffers on a 
project basis through consultation with CDFG.   
Standard protection buffers for stands occupied by murrelets include:   
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• 300-foot “No Cut” zone 
• Consultation with DFG is required when operations are proposed to occur within 0.25 miles 

of potential habitat, extending to 0.5 if helicopter yarding is planned.   
 
As described in the FPR, State Park Special Treatment Buffers shall be a minimum of 200 feet. 
 
Please refer to the discussion on pages 246-247 regarding the decline of murrelets and their 
habitat. 
 
Response to Comments 5 and 6.  Please refer to General Response 1 and 5.  The area in question 
has not been harvested in the last 20 years (Figure L), is primarily composed of the 
Redwood/Douglas fir, 18 inch and larger, moderate to dense vegetation types (Figure F), is 
allocated for uneven-aged silviculture treatment (Figure M) and does not have any proposed 
harvesting within the short term (Figure M).  The past management of JDSF, and the proposed 
management direction provided in DFMP provide for appropriate management of areas in the 
vicinity of Russian Gulch State Park.  Although not directly assessed in the DEIR, the DFMP 
also includes a discussion on the process JDSF will use for identification and prioritization of 
future research and demonstration projects. 

In light of your comments and others, notably California State Parks and Recreation and the 
Sierra Club, CDF will designate a mapped area within Russian Gulch watershed for 
management to accelerate the recruitment of late-seral forest conditions.  The area, consisting of 
approximately 450 acres, will use silvicultural stand management with the specific intention to 
accelerate the development of large trees with appropriate canopy closure and other habitat 
features as identified to increase future marbled murrelet habitat.  CDF will consult with the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game on the development 
of appropriate silvicultural prescriptions to be applied.   

The designated area  for this research/demonstration effort shares a border approximately 0.5 
miles wide with the Woodlands Special Treatment Area near Road 408, creating a potential 
future flyway consisting of contiguous late-seral forest habitat.        

 
Response to Comments 7, 8 and 9. Please refer to General Response 1.   Old growth trees are 
defined and will be retained as described in the DFMP, old-growth trees will be retained except 
under very limited exceptions such as when they pose a safety hazard or lie in a road 
alignment. Additionally, surveys of potential murrelet habitat will be completed for proposed 
projects so no occupied stands will be harvested. This coupled with the fact that not all old-
growth trees on JDSF are considered suitable murrelet habitat, the cumulative loss of murrelet 
habitat as a result of the proposed management of JDSF is expected to be minimal to non-
existent.  Additional evaluation will be completed on a project basis. 
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U.C. Cooperative Extension Letter GG-75 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA--THE RESOURCES AGENCY   GRAY DAVIS, Governor 
   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 
Website: www.fire.ca.gov             
(916) 653-7772          R34 
 
      September 13, 2002 
 
Gregory A. Giusti 
Forest Advisor 
UC Cooperative Extension 
579 Low Gap Road 
Ukiah, CA  95482 
 
RE: Responses to UC Cooperative Extension Comments On Draft EIR to the Jackson 

Demonstration State Forest Draft Management Plan (SCH #2000032002) - Reference: 
GG-75 

 
Dear Mr. Giusti: 
 

Thank you for your comments on the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Our responses follow below.  Please note that the 
“Response numbers” correspond with the comment numbers as assigned in Exhibit Letter #75, 
a copy of which is attached. 
 

The comments generally address concerns with the Draft Forest Management Plan (DFMP) 
and do not necessarily address the content of and the impacts analysis in the DEIR.  A number 
of the comments explicitly express a difference in opinion regarding the management measures 
and practices proposed in the DFMP.  Where your comment is focused on a specific proposed 
management measures and/or practice, the responses provided directs you to the appropriate 
section or sections of the DFMP or DEIR.  Where your comment raises issue related to a 
potential significant environmental effect, or to the content of the DEIR, a more detailed 
response is provided. 
 
Response to Comment #1 
 
The protection and identification of old-growth is clearly spelled out in the DFMP.  No single 
definition can encompass all aspects of old-growth, which could potentially include values 
related to forest development and succession, wildlife habitat, and human interest.  Groves of 
old-growth forest have been identified and mapped, and will be preserved.  The DEIR 
Appendix 2 provides a definition for old-growth forest.  Additionally, old-growth trees are 
defined in the DFMP as any live tree regardless of age, size, or species that was present in the 
original stand before the first historic logging on JDSF (1860) (DFMP page 111).  Old-growth 
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tree protection standards are clearly outlined in the DFMP.  In addition, a definition of old-
growth stands or aggregations is provided in the DFMP as intact remnant stands of at least two 
acres in size.  Old growth trees, forests and proposed management activities relating to old 
growth are further discussed on page 14 and pages 59 thru 61 of the DFMP.  Late seral/late 
successional is also defined on page 111 of the DFMP. 
 
Response to Comment #2 
 
The DFMP includes Late Seral development areas adjacent to three of the eleven old growth 
groves.  The rest of the groves are located within uneven-aged timber management areas or are 
buffered by a riparian protection zone. 
 
Response to Comment #3 
 
The DFMP recognizes that snags less than 11 inches dbh have ecological value, although the 
value is limited to when compared to larger snags.  Old growth trees with goose-pens will be 
retained as indicated in the DFMP and DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment #4 
 
The DFMP and DEIR address preservation of water quality, development of late seral habitat 
characteristics and the maintenance and development of other habitat characteristics that 
contribute to biological diversity.  Biological diversity within even-aged management areas will 
be promoted through use of the proposed reserved form and storied stand silviculture methods, 
use of rotation ages that vary from 60 to 150 years and retention and recruitment of structural 
complexity at a landscape level. 
 
Response to Comment #5 and #6 
 
The DEIR is neutral in terms of the proposed action, and strives to present an unbiased review 
of potential impacts that may result from the proposed action.  One of the activities included in 
the proposed action is the management of timber stands using silvicultural methods.  While the 
DFMP may be considered an advocate for this activity, the EIR is neither promoting nor 
opposing the activity, but providing a neutral review of the potential environmental impacts 
and presenting mitigations to minimize impacts where appropriate. 
 
Response to Comment #6 
 
See Response to Comment #5. 
 
Response to Comment #7 
 
As discussed in the DEIR, the CWHR typing for the Forest used in the DEIR analysis is based 
on a “crosswalk” from timber inventory polygons to CWHR polygons.  The crosswalk 
procedure is provided in Appendix 8 of the DEIR.  JDSF staff is in the process of updating the 
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CWHR typing for the Forest, and revised information and maps will be included in future 
Management Plan revisions. 
 
Response to Comment #8 
 
The DEIR does not advance or provide justification for the use of even-aged silvicultural 
methods for wildlife needs.  However, the DEIR does provide a discussion of the current 
vegetation patterns and wildlife habitat across the Forest, and an analysis of how each of the 
alternatives would likely affect vegetation and habitat.  The analysis indicated that alternatives 
that precluded the use of even-aged silviculture methods would likely cause early successional 
habitat levels to decline below current levels.  This shift in habitat would benefit some species 
and harm others.  The DEIR does provide a discussion and analysis of silvicultural systems and 
the effects to production of wood products. 
 
Response to Comment #9 
 
The DEIR provides a discussion and analysis of the potential for late seral forest characteristics 
to develop over the short term and long term.  The DEIR states that late seral characteristics are 
not likely to develop in the short term and only begin to develop in the long term.  However, 
the DFMP indicates that JDSF will retain and recruit structural complexity at a landscape level 
and retain and recruit structural habitat elements within harvest units.  The DFMP does not 
propose the use of even-aged management for wildlife benefits.  The DFMP proposes specific 
actions to retain and recruit wildlife habitat elements that minimize the potential impacts of 
even-aged management to some wildlife species. 
 
Response to Comment #10 and #11 
 
There are eight planned actions associated with the Integrated Weed Management (IWM) 
strategy listed in the DFMP and evaluated in the DEIR.  Action number one on DFMP page 58 
commits JDSF staff to considering the impacts of exotic weeds to native vegetation during 
project development and development of mitigations to minimize the spread of exotic weeds if 
necessary.  As stated in the DFMP, IWM includes direct suppression of weeds as well as 
modifying environment conditions to suppress or prevent weed establishment.  Even-aged 
silviculture is consistent with IWM.  Herbicide use in not precluded in the DFMP as part of 
IWM and is addressed in the DEIR  
 
Response to Comment #11 
 
See Response to Comment #10. 
 
Response to Comment #12 
 
The DEIR uses CWHR typing in the assessment of wildlife species and potential impacts to 
wildlife. 
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Response to Comment #13 
 
The DFMP proposes significantly more protection to riparian zones than leaving just the 10 
largest conifers per 330 feet of stream channel.  Pages 63, 64, 69, and 70 of the DFMP include the 
riparian management standards for the DFMP that were assessed in the DEIR. The proposed 
riparian management strategy was designed to be multi-faceted and flexible enough to allow 
demonstration of alternative approaches over time.  Reentry in to Class I riparian zones will be 
no more frequently than every 20 years.  Any entry into the riparian zones will have to comply 
with the standards included in the Forest Management Plan as well as other applicable rules 
and regulations. 
 
 If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact Chris Rowney, Resource 
Management at (916) 653-9420 or e-mail at chris.rowney@fire.ca.gov. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Ross Johnson 
      Deputy Director 
      Resource Management 
 
Attachment 
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Air Quality Management District Letter CB-118 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA    THE RESOURCES AGENCY   GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 
Website: www.fire.ca.gov          
(916) 653-7772          R1 
 

September 10, 2002 
 
Chris Brown 
Air Quality Planner 
County of Mendocino Air Quality Management District 
306 East Gobbi Street 
Ukiah, CA  95482 
 
RE: Responses to Mendocino County Air Quality Management District Comments on Draft EIR 

to the Jackson Demonstration State Forest Draft Management Plan (SCH #2000032002) - 
Reference: CB-118 

 
Dear Mr. Brown: 
 

Thank you for your comments on the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Our responses follow below.  Please note that the 
comment numbers are as assigned in Exhibit Letter #118, a copy of which is attached. 
 
Comments 1 & 2: 
 
Page 101 of the DEIR incorrectly identifies the Mendocino County Air Quality Management 
District as the issuing agency for a “burning permit.”  When conducting controlled burns, 
notification to the District is required for any burn over 10 acres and for any wildland fire that is 
allowed to burn for forest management reasons. 
 
Response to Comments #1 & # 2 
DEIR Section VII. 5.  Air Quality (page 101) should be amended.  The last two sentences of 
Section 5.1 should be deleted. The following text should be inserted in its place: 
 

The MCAQMD issues an Air Quality permit that can serve as a burn permit with local 
fire agency approval.  CDF may “self-issue” an “interagency burn permit” that meets 
both Air Quality and Fire Agency requirements.  This process allows CDF to streamline 
the burn permitting process.  CDF is required to notify the MCAQMD for any burn over 
10 acres and any wildland fire that is allowed to continue to burn for forest management 
reasons.  Notification requirements are outlined in the MCAQMD’s Smoke Management 
Program on file in the JDSF office in Fort Bragg. 
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Comment 3: 
A typographical error regarding open burning in the winter months on page 104 should be 
corrected. 
 
Response to Comment #3: 
DEIR Section VII. 5. Air Quality (page 104) should be amended.  The fourth paragraph has a 
typographical and should read, “Open burning, which may occur during the winter months, 
would be managed and conducted in accordance with the California Forest Practice Rules and 
in compliance with the MCAQMD open burning regulations.” 
 
 If you have any questions, please contact Chris Rowney, Resource Management at (916) 653-
9420 or e-mail at chris.rowney@fire.ca.gov. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Ross Johnson 
      Deputy Director 
      Resource Management 
 
Attachment 
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State Department of Fish and Game Letter LW-119 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA    THE RESOURCES AGENCY   GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 
Website: www.fire.ca.gov  
(916) 653-7772             R1 
      September 11, 2002 
 
Larry Week, Chief 
Native Anadromous Fish and Watershed Branch 
Department of Fish and Game 
1807 13th Street, Suite 104 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Re: Responses to Department of Fish and Game’s July 11, 2002 comments on Draft EIR to the 

Jackson Demonstration State Forest Draft Management Plan (SCH #2000032002) 
 
Dear Mr. Week: 
 

Thank you for your comments on the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Our responses follow below.  Please note that the 
“Response numbers” correspond with the comment numbers as assigned in Exhibit Letter #119, 
a copy of which is attached. 
 

A number of the comments in your July 11, 2002 letter address the proposed 
management provisions set forth in the Jackson Demonstration State Draft Forest Management 
Plan (DFMP), and do not directly apply to the content of the DEIR.  The DEIR analyzes the 
environmental impacts of the DFMP, and addresses or dismisses from consideration several 
alternatives to the proposed management provisions.  This analysis describes why specific 
management provisions preferred by the Department of Fish and Game are not incorporated or 
advanced in the draft plan.  While some might be noted or briefly addressed in the responses 
below, those comments regarding content of the DFMP and not the DEIR are generally beyond 
the scope of required responses as mandated by the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). 
 

As the Lead Agency, the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) is provided 
under CEQA the authority to determine “threshold of significance” for impacts on 
environmental resources based upon qualitative or quantitative standards.  CEQA presumes 
that compliance with existing regulatory standards results in less than significant impacts to 
resources.  Section 15064.7, Subdivision (h), of the CEQA Guidelines, provides that the Lead 
Agency shall “rely on the vast body of regulatory standards” that have already undergone 
rigorous public agency review in determining thresholds of significant impacts.  Said  
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Subdivision (h), however, also establishes flexibility for the Lead Agency to establish whether 
existing regulatory standards are sufficient to protect an environmental resource from any 
potentially significant impact that may result from the proposed project.   
 
The basis for the Lead Agency’s determination of whether a standard applies in a particular 
case must be based on “substantial evidence in the record that [the] standard is inappropriate to 
determine the significance of an effect.  The Lead Agency is not required to base their 
determination of applicable standards on information presented by project opponents that a 
standard is or is not appropriate or effective to protect a resource. 
 
Specific responses follow. 
 
Response to Comment #1 
DFG’s September 4, 2001 comments were provided to CDF during the scoping process for the 
Draft Forest Management Plan (DFMP).  As such, these comments apply directly to the DFMP 
and indirectly to the Draft EIR (DEIR).  As scoping comments to the DFMP, CDF used the 
comments in the development of the project alternatives that were analyzed as part of the DEIR.  
A response to the individual comments has been prepared and is included as an attachment. 

 
Response to Comment #2 
Burning of landing piles or other limited burning for hazard reduction or site preparation 
related to Timber Harvesting Plans (THPs) may occur.  A program that would use “prescribed 
fire” as a management tool outside of approved THPs has not been developed for JDSF.  The 
DFMP does not propose the use of prescribed fire on a wide scale basis. The DFMP proposes 
that consideration be given to conducting research into the use of prescribed fire as a 
management tool, and indicates that this may be done in the Mendocino Woodlands Special 
Treatment Area, in the Parlin Fork Management Unit, or as part of vegetation management 
studies.  The DFMP does indicate that construction of shaded fuel breaks may be considered in 
the future.  Development of shaded fuel breaks that include the commercial harvest of trees 
would be subject to the THP review process.  Shaded fuel breaks not subject to the THP review 
process would be subject to all the standards and mitigations of the Forest Management Plan 
and EIR.  If a shaded fuel break project were found to be outside the scope of the Program EIR, 
the project would be subject to additional CEQA review. 

Fire protection and suppression efforts in response to a wildfire are considered an emergency 
project and are exempt from the requirements of CEQA (Guidelines §15269).  Analysis of the 
potential effects of not using fire as a management tool is addressed in general in the no project 
alternative where no active forest management would occur. 
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Response to Comment #3 
The habitat and vegetation descriptions provided in the DEIR were based on information 
available through database and literature searches and personal communications with 
knowledgeable professionals.  The general descriptions are not meant to be specific to a 
particular location within JDSF, but represent the Forest in general.  They are meant to give 
public agency decision makers and members of the general public an idea of what general 
habitat and vegetation characteristics exist in the JDSF.  Regarding the sensitive plant species 
lists, the lists (and known occurrences vs. potential to occur) will be updated in response to 
DFG comments (see responses to comments on sensitive species, below). 

 

In addition, this EIR document is a “program EIR.”  A program EIR may be prepared for an 
agency program or series of actions that can be characterized as one large project in connection 
with a plan or general criteria that govern the conduct of a continuing program. Once a 
program EIR has been prepared, subsequent actives or projects within the program need to be 
evaluated to determine if additional CEQA documentation needs to be prepared.  A program 
EIR allows a lead agency to examine the overall effects of a proposed program.  In practice, the 
general nature of the programs being evaluated result in program EIR s that are typically more 
conceptual and abstract than a project EIR and may contain a more general discussion of 
impacts, alternatives and mitigation measures. 

 
Response to Comment #4 
This comment includes several topics related to botanical issues, the nature of the proposed 
project and the nature of a program EIR, all of which are addressed in this one response.  As 
mentioned previously, the lists of sensitive plant species known to occur and potentially occur 
at the JDSF will be updated in the EIR in response to DFG comments.  Additionally, because 
this is a program EIR, specific locations of sensitive species that would be important on a project 
basis are not necessarily required at the program EIR level.  Stating which sensitive plant 
species are known to occur at the JDSF and which have the potential to occur should provide 
sufficient information to determine what sensitive plant species need to be addressed for future 
projects.  Finally, the list of known and potential sensitive species provided in the EIR should 
not be considered concrete but rather should be utilized as an adaptive management tool that 
will likely change over time as sensitive species are added to or subtracted from available 
sensitive species lists.  Please refer to the portions of the DEIR that deal with incorporating 
changes to sensitive species lists. 

page 138, Any listing status additions or changes should be reflected in the DFMP. 

page 27, Goal #3 (objective 3-3) Determine which native species, in addition to listed species, 
are most susceptible to adverse impacts from land management activities and which, therefore, 
warrant extra concern. 
page 29, Goal # 6 (objective 6-3) Initiate an adaptive management process for all phases of 
State Forest planning and plan implementation.  Monitor forest operations and make 
modifications as necessary to achieve management goals. 
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The scoping and survey efforts required on a project basis are specified in the DFMP and the 
DEIR.  Surveys will be completed on a project-by-project basis as indicated by the results of the 
scoping process, using the procedure outlined by CDF Director Tuttle [1999] for RPFs during 
species assessments for THPs.  Surveys for sensitive plant species will be based on current DFG 
survey Guidelines (DFG 2000).  Monitoring, in the context of CEQA, relates to mitigation 
monitoring and is addressed in CEQA guidelines section 15097.  Monitoring in the context of 
the DFMP and in general in the EIR is much broader and includes monitoring of environmental 
conditions as well as project activities and mitigation monitoring.  Monitoring is an integral 
component of the goals and objectives listed in the DEIR.  Please refer to the following portions 
of the DEIR that either directly incorporate monitoring or imply that it is necessary for 
implementing the following goals and objectives. 

page 26 and 27, Goal #1 
◦ (Objective 1-2) Conduct monitoring of resource management activities to gauge their 

effectiveness in meeting project objectives. 
◦ (Objective 1-3) Demonstrate the compatibilities and conflicts involved in multiple use of 

forestland, and investigate methods to mitigate conflicts. 
◦ (Objective 1-7) Consult and cooperate with universities and colleges, the U.S. Forest 

Service, and other public and private researchers in conducting research and demonstration 
projects.  Enter into cooperative agreements for investigations of mutual interest.  Make the 
State Forest available to educational institutions and other agencies for research and 
demonstration projects. 

page 28, Goal #3 
◦ (Objective 3-6) Monitor the development and condition of terrestrial and aquatic habitats 

over time, and apply adaptive management principles to ensure that goals are met. 
page 28, Goal #4 
◦ (Objective 4-6) Minimize the influence of exotic plants and animals. 
page 29, Goal #6 
◦ (Objective 6-1) Collect, process, interpret, analyze, update, store, index, and make 

retrievable the array of information and data about the State Forest and its resources needed 
to support Forest planning and management. 

◦ (Objective 6-2) Prepare, monitor and update State Forest Management Plans and program 
area plans. 

page 30, Goal #7 
◦ (Objective 7-1) Preserve native plant species and limit the invasion and spread of exotics.  

Protect native communities from insect, disease, and plant pests using the concept of 
integrated pest management. 

The DFMP includes program and policy level management activities designed to avoid or 
mitigate significant environmental impacts to sensitive plants.  Site-specific activities to avoid or 
mitigate potentially significant impacts will be designed and implemented on a project-by-
project basis.  Please refer to the following portions of the DEIR for statements relating to 
mitigation and avoidance of impacts to sensitive plant species and their habitats. 
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page 143 of DEIR, Plant Species of Concern 
◦ JDSF will provide site- and species-specific protection measures that contribute to 

maintenance or improvement of long-term conservation of population viability of these plant 
species.  (‘These plant species’ refers to the known species of concern listed on page 
143 of the DEIR.) 

page 143 of DEIR, Habitat Protection 
◦ Management activities will be altered if necessary, including avoidance of plant populations, 

to prevent significant negative effects to habitat. 
page 144 of DEIR, Guidelines for Species Surveys and Avoidance of Significant 
Impacts; Listed Species 
◦ In those cases where that impact may be significant, appropriate survey and mitigation 

measures will be implemented. 
◦ Unlisted species mitigation will vary according to identified need, the current state of species 

knowledge, and through consideration of DFG input developed through the scoping process. 
page 145 of DEIR, Mitigation Development 
◦ Upon determination that a proposed action is likely to result in a significant adverse effect, 

mitigation measures proposed to substantially lessen or avoid the impact will be included in 
project-associated documentation.  Mitigation measures will be developed with consideration 
of input provided by CDFG. 

page 146 of DEIR, Impact 3 
◦ Management activities will be altered (including avoidance of the plant population) if 

necessary to prevent significant negative effects. 
As indicated in the DEIR, the proposed project-by-project scoping for potential sensitive plant 
species (listed and unlisted), sensitive plant species surveys where indicated by scoping, and 
avoidance and/or mitigation for sensitive plants and their habitat associated with each project 
are adequate conditions to determine that future projects will not result in significant impacts to 
sensitive plants and their habitat (page 147, Impact 4 of the DEIR).  Clarification of projects that 
would be subject to scoping, surveying, and avoidance/mitigation for sensitive plants is found 
on page 146 of the DEIR, second paragraph under Impact 3: “Management activities that result in 
ground and/or vegetation disturbance would be subject to rare plant surveys.  This includes, but is not 
limited to, timber harvest and timber stand improvement practices, road maintenance programs, 
prescribed fire, installation of shaded fuel breaks, campground maintenance or expansion, trail 
development, herbicide application, and IWM activities.” 
 

A database would be very useful for tracking and monitoring sensitive plant occurrences across 
the JDSF.  Although a database was not specifically mentioned in the DEIR, tracking biological 
data is a specific objective of JDSF.  Please refer to page 29 of the DEIR, Goal #6, objective 6-1: 
Collect, process, interpret, analyze, update, store, index, and make retrievable the array of information 
and data about the State Forest and its resources needed to support Forest planning and management.  
Also refer to page 39 of the DFMP, Data and Information Management section: “JDSF is 
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currently building a state-of-the-art information system to integrate all survey data on the Forest into a 
data base management system, the State Forest Data Bank.  Future resource data will be integrated using 
a common format.  The enhanced access to data will benefit managers, researchers and the public.” 

 
Response to Comment #5 
The subheading numbered 6a on page 4 will be changed to read: 

“The harvest of old-growth forest may have significant effects on wildlife or wildlife habitat.” 

The subheading numbered 6c on page 5 will be changed to read: 

“Timber harvesting may have adverse affects on wildlife or wildlife habitats that are listed as 
threatened or endangered.” 

Response to Comment #6 
This comment pertains to the executive summary portion of the DEIR.  Please refer to Biological 
section of the DEIR for a complete discussion on aquatic species, habitats, and communities. 
Response to Comment #7 
This comment pertains to the executive summary portion of the DEIR.  Please refer to DEIR 
page 225 for a complete discussion on the selection of animal species considered for inclusion in 
the EIR.  The animals considered are consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380. 
 
Response to Comment #8 
This list represents general issues raised during the scoping process.  Issues regarding wildlife 
habitat are indicated in other statements included in the list. 
 
Response to Comment #9 
In this context, recovery habitat would mean functional habitat for listed species.  Due to the 
limited size of JDSF, the range of most listed species and the variety of factors affecting listed 
species recovery, it is unlikely any of the proposed management activities of JDSF will lead 
directly to the recovery of a listed species.  However, specific management to create or allow the 
natural development of habitats for listed species may aid their recovery. 
 
Response to Comment #10 
As indicated in the DEIR (page 119), the appropriate agencies will be contacted prior to projects 
involving the placement of LWD in watercourses. 
 
Response to Comment #11 
This comment is directed towards the goals and objectives of JDSF.  This general objective 
works toward the goal of forest restoration.  Specific locations of stands to be cultivated or 
developed to provide higher conifer percentages will be known at the project level, which then 
can be mapped.  Adequate protection to affected resources will be provided at the project level 
to avoid significant adverse impacts. 
 
Response to Comment #12 
The intent of the proposed additional language is included in the goal and objectives for 
Watershed and Ecological Processes. 
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Response to Comment #13 
With the exception of the 300-foot buffers around the existing campgrounds, the exact location 
of additional recreation corridors is not currently known, and therefore un-mappable.  The 
existing campground buffers are shown on Figure H. 
 
Response to Comment #14 
This comment references the portion of Table 6 on DEIR page 69 and 70 concerning the 
summary of protection measures for the Marbled Murrelet, and suggests that all old growth 
groves should have a buffer around them.  A discussion of the life history, occurrence and 
habitat requirements for the species starts on DEIR page 245.  A discussion of potential impacts 
to marbled murrelets from the proposed action begins on DEIR page 26.  The DEIR indicates 
that the combination of habitat protection, species surveys in potential habitat, and consultation 
to determine the appropriate protection for occupied habitat should it occur, as presented in the 
DFMP will be sufficient to protect the marbled murrelet. 
 
As discussed in the DFMP and the DEIR, the proposed action does not propose to remove old 
growth groves, old growth aggregations or a significant number of residual old growth trees 
out side of groves or aggregations.  Three of the groves or grove complexes will specifically be 
provided with late seral augmentation areas designed to promote the development of 
contiguous blocks of late seral forest around or adjacent to the groves. These groves were 
selected, primarily because of their size and the condition of the adjacent forest, as having the 
most potential to provide relatively large areas of interior-forest habitat when augmented by 
surrounding late-seral management areas.  The majority of old growth groves are adjacent to 
areas designated for uneven-aged management or are adjacent to protected riparian areas.  
Some groves or grove complexes are adjacent to Highway 20 or private timberlands, or share a 
small amount of perimeter with an even-aged management area.  The late seral augmentation 
areas, riparian zones, surrounding uneven management, surveys of potential marbled murrelet 
habitat on a project basis, and specific protection to the majority of residual old growth trees is 
an increase in protection from the current levels and will not result in a significant impact to the 
old growth resource. 
 
Response to Comment #15 
Although the Forest Practice Rules give no specific protection strategy for the Cooper’s hawk, 
where significant adverse impacts to non-listed species are identified, the RPF and Director 
shall incorporate feasible practices to reduce impacts as described in 14 CCR §898 (Forest 
Practice Rules §919.4.).  In addition, the Fish and Game Code provides specific protections to 
nest sites for raptors.  For more information regarding minimizing significant impacts to non-
listed species, see Tuttle (1999).  The protection strategy for nesting northern goshawk under the 
preferred alternative exceeds the standards of the Forest Practice Rules.  According to the Forest 
Practice Rules [(919.3 (b)(4)] for the northern goshawk, the buffer zone shall be a minimum of  
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five acres in size and up to a maximum of 20 acres when explained and justified in writing by 
the Director.  The DFMP provides occupied goshawk nest sites with a 100-acre protection zone 
and a 300-acre post-fledging zone. 
 
Response to Comment #16 
Snags will also be retained in the uneven-aged management areas.  In the DFMP (page 62), snag 
retention standards apply throughout the Forest, regardless of the silvicultural systems being 
applied.  For more information, please see the following in the DEIR: page 75, Table 6, Section 
6.6.5 (Project Impacts); and Section 6.6.6 (Mitigation and Monitoring). 
 
Response to Comment #17 
Potential control and eradication of invasive exotic plants is addressed on EIR page 142-143. 
 
Response to Comment #18 
As indicated in the EIR text, invasive exotics such as pampas grass are typically widespread in 
JDSF.  In cases where there is limited distribution, such as gorse or eucalyptus, the general 
location of the occurrence is provided in the text. 
 
Response to Comment #19 
Appendix 8 contains only information related to native plant species, and does not include the 
introduced plant species. 
 
Response to Comment #20 and #42 
The integrated weed management (IWM) plan presented in the Forest Management Plan and 
EIR promotes working cooperatively with other agencies, landowners, and organizations to 
develop weed management strategies.  A treatment strategy for gorse, and the prioritization of 
treatment areas and the types of actions that will be developed, will likely be included as part of 
the integrated weed management process. 
 
Response to Comment #21 and #22 
Hardwood retention standards contained in the DFMP were analyzed in the DEIR and 
determined to not result in a significant adverse impact to wildlife.  Larger size class hardwoods 
(>36" DBH) are to be retained (except where safety issues exist, or removal is required such as in 
a road right-of-way), throughout the Forest.  Naturally occurring hardwoods are to be retained 
in the WLPZs, and throughout special concern areas when consistent with objectives of that 
area.  With current hardwood species distribution throughout JDSF, the retention standards of 
the Plan and sprouting characteristics of hardwoods, it was determined that no significant 
adverse effects related to hardwood species would occur from implementation of the Plan. 
 
Response to Comment #22 
See Response to Comment #21. 
 
Response to Comment #23 
Please see Section 6.6.6. “Mitigation and Monitoring.” 
 
Response to Comment #24 
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The desired future condition for the Forest described in the Plan (page 62) includes 3 snags per 
acre in all wildlife special concern areas, and one snag per acre over 30 inches DBH for the 
entire Forest distributed in both riparian and hill slope areas.  Snag retention and recruitment 
measures are included in the DFMP with additional mitigation provided in the DEIR on page 
273 to provide for this desired condition.  As desired future conditions also includes increasing 
the conifer component in the eastern portion of the Forest back to natural occurring levels, it is 
possible the percentage of future snags composed of hardwoods will be reduced from current 
levels, and an increase in the percentage of conifer snags will occur.  Analysis of this possible 
reduction of the percentage of hardwood snags related to conifer snags resulted in no 
significant adverse effects to snag dependant species will likely occur. 
 
Response to Comment #25 
Although the retention of snags will be a priority, especially where snag densities are low, 
safety and road alignments are also priorities.  The value of each snag will depend on its size, 
species, characteristics, etc. and its retention will have to be weighed against other feasible 
options on a case-by-case basis.  Overall, the loss of snags due to safety and road alignments is 
expected to be minimal. 
 
Response to Comment #26 
The wetlands discussion on page 128 of the DEIR provides some examples of wetlands and was 
not meant to be inclusive of all types of wetlands.  However, modifying the paragraph to 
incorporate the two additions for the final EIR will not significantly alter the purpose of the EIR, 
so they can be incorporated.  In the final EIR, the following sentence will be added to the 
paragraph that reviews wetlands: 
 

“Swamps, (tree-dominated areas, such as on portions of alluvial redwood floodplains) and pygmy 
forests, can also constitute as wetlands, depending on site conditions.” 

 
In the same respect, the Wetlands section (p. 210/211, section 6.5.1 Setting, second paragraph) 
of the DEIR will have the following sentence added: 
 

“It is likely that some poorly drained areas in the pygmy forest also meet wetland criteria.” 
 
This sentence is a direct quote from p. 15 of the DFMP’s Wetlands section. 
 
Response to Comment #27 
The suggested additions (in the first comment sentence) incorporate ideas that increase 
awareness of the sensitive nature of the pygmy cypress series.  Therefore, the following will be 
added to (what is currently page 132 of the DEIR) the final EIR under the Pygmy Cypress Series 
(these will not require changes to the Management Plan): 
 

• First paragraph (add the following to the end of the first sentence): “…and is a CNPS 
list 1B species.” 

• First paragraph (make the following, taken directly from page 14 of the DFMP, the 
second sentence): “Mendocino pygmy forest, a unique ecological system recognized by the 
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California Natural Diversity Database as a sensitive plant community type, occurs only in 
coastal Mendocino County. 

 
• First paragraph (change the sentence regarding shrub species to add pygmy 

manzanita’s CNPS list status): “Shrub species are common and can include hairy 
manzanita (Arctostaphylos columbiana), pygmy manzanita (Arctostaphylos mendocinensis; 
a CNPS list 1B species)…” 

 
• First paragraph (make the following the last sentence): “The herbaceous layer can also 

include two CNPS list 1B species, swamp harebell (Campanula californica) and coast lily 
(Lilium maritimum).” 

 
• Ecological Factors first paragraph (make the following the last sentence): “It is likely 

that some poorly drained areas in the pygmy forest also meet wetland criteria.”  As 
mentioned in response #26, this sentence is a direct quote from page 15 of the DFMP. 

 
Regarding the last sentence of the DFG comment, the DFMP includes program level 
management direction regarding land management/use activities that may affect the pygmy 
cypress forests.  Site-specific potential impacts and mitigation design will be addressed on a 
project-by-project basis.  Due to the known occurrence of sensitive plant species within this 
forest type, and due to the likely wetland designation in portions of the pygmy forest, this 
sensitive habitat type should be addressed for sensitive plant issues and wetland delineation as 
projects arise.  See response #4, above, for a response regarding sensitive plant issues.  Wetlands 
are addressed in the Wetlands section of the DEIR, page 211 and 212, sections 6.5.2, 6.5.3, 6.5.4, 
and 6.5.5 (Regulatory Framework for the Protection of Wetlands, Project Measures for the 
Protection of Wetlands, Thresholds of Significance, and Impacts). 
 
Additionally, the DEIR discusses specific management actions relating to pygmy cypress forests 
as mentioned in the DFMP.  Please refer to the following sections in the DEIR and DFMP: 
 

• page 142, DEIR, section 6.2.4 Specific Management Actions, Special Concern Areas 
and Unique Habitats: 

 
Cypress Groups.  Stands dominated by pygmy cypress occurring on unproductive soils 
outside of true pygmy forests will not be harvested (this is also addressed in 
Appendix III, page 146 of the DFMP; a note is mentioned in this section that 
“conifer stands containing cypress that occur on more productive sites may be subject to 
harvesting and are not included in this Special Concern Area.”) 

 
Pygmy Forest.  JDSF will maintain the current distribution and species composition of 
this plant community and protect it from harmful human disturbance, while continuing 
to allow recreational activities. 

 
• page 28, DEIR, Goal #3 
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(Objective 3-4) Provide protection to listed species, to species of concern, and to their 
occupied habitats.  Avoid disturbance to uncommon plant communities such as meadows 
and pygmy forest. 

 
(Objective 3-6) Monitor the development and condition of terrestrial and aquatic 
habitats over time, and apply adaptive management principles to ensure that goals are 
met. 

 
• page 30, DEIR, Goal #7 

 
(Objective 7-1) Preserve native plant species and limit the invasion and spread of 
exotics.  Protect native communities from insect, disease, and plant pests using the 
concept of integrated pest management. 

 
• page 146 of the DFMP, Appendix III, Pygmy forest 

 
This Special Concern Area includes nearly all of the Jughandle Reserve Special 
Concern Area, along with other pygmy forest stands in JDSF that occur outside 
of the Jughandle Reserve boundaries.  These areas will not be harvested. 

 
Response to Comment #28 
Similar to the situation discussed in response #26, above, the discussion regarding microsites 
provides some examples of microsites and was not meant to be inclusive of all types.  
Modifying the paragraph to incorporate the two additions for final EIR will not significantly 
alter the EIR.  The following changes will be made (currently page 134 of the DEIR), last 
paragraph in the Microsites section (these changes will not require changes in the Management 
Plan): 
 

• (Add the following to the parentheses at the end of the sentence) “(Lycopodium clavatum; 
additionally, other microsites, such as mesic forest semi-openings, more commonly 
support this species).” 

 
• (Make the following the last sentence) “Humboldt milk -vetch (Astragalus agnicidus) has 

recently been discovered by CDF in disturbed forest openings created by timber 
harvesting and road maintenance.  Forest openings, especially with soil disturbance, 
may provide habitat for this species.” 

 
Response to Comment #29 
The following text will be added to the DEIR to address English ivy: 
 

Hedera helix - English ivy.  English ivy is a shiny-leaved, woody vine belonging to the 
ginseng family (Araliaceae).  Palmately lobed leaves are borne on juvenile stems, while 
those on mature stems are generally entire.  Native to Eurasia, this plant was introduced 
to North America by early European settlers (Hickman, 1993). English ivy is usually first 
established in a disturbed site, then aggressively spreads to the surrounding forest by 
vegetative growth as well as by seed from its black berries.  There are no natural controls 
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for English ivy.  The vines grow along the ground engulfing and smothering all shrubs, 
grasses, and forbs by its overgrowth.  The vines attach to trunks of larger shrubs and 
trees by aerial rootlets, and continue to grow upwards reaching for sunlight.  The woody 
vines encircle tree trunks, inhibiting tree growth and vigor.  The ivy vines also spread 
over the branches and foliage of the tree canopy.  Native plant life becomes smothered 
and dies beneath the dense growth of English ivy.  Such habitats are commonly alluded 
to as "ivy deserts.” 
 
English ivy is known to occur in the region; and is a serious forest pest (especially in 
riparian areas) where it can out-compete, overgrow, and kill the understory plants, as 
well as the trees of the forest canopy. 
 

Response to Comment #30 
The first sentence of the Invasive Exotic Species section addresses this issue.  The sentence states 
that occurrence of invasive exotic species can cause negative impacts to native species and 
impact plant diversity. 
 
Response to Comment #31 
Text of the EIR will be revised to state: 
 

Rubus discolor –Himalayan blackberry.  Himalayan blackberry is a robust, evergreen, 
arched bramble in the rose family (Rosaceae).  Its brambles can grow to 3 meters tall 
(Munz and Keck 1959).  Stems are 5-angled, 5 to 15 mm in diameter, and contain many 
prickles (Hickman 1993).  Leaves are compound (often with five leaflets but sometimes 
three), sharply toothed, and white below.  Inflorescences are many-flowered panicles of 
white to pink flowers.  Fruits are shiny black drupelets clustered in an oblong shape 
(Hickman 1993, Munz and Keck 1959). 
 
Plants inhabit a variety of disturbed habitats at less than 1,600 meters in elevation and 
are native to Eurasia (Hickman 1993).  Apparently, they are favored by rats for food and 
shelter.  Himalayan blackberry is known to occur in some areas of the Forest (CDFG, 
comments on DEIR, 2002).  This species has the potential to spread primarily to areas 
that are near existing concentrations and where openings are maintained for a sustained 
period of time. 

 
Response to Comment #32 
Table 14 represents sensitive plant species that have the potential to occur on JDSF.  Due to the 
goal of JDSF to practice adaptive management (see page 29 of the DEIR, Goal #6: (objective 6-3) 
Initiate an adaptive management process for all phases of State Forest planning and plan implementation.  
Monitor forest operations and make modifications as necessary to achieve management goals.), Table 14 
will likely change over time as changes to sensitive species source lists occur and more becomes 
known about each sensitive species.  The Forest Practice Rules and the scoping, survey, and 
mitigation process described in the DEIR provide for consideration of species that are not 
currently on Table 14, so addition and removal of sensitive species to and from Table 14 should 
not affect protection of sensitive species.  After reviewing DFG’s comments and available 
habitat information, CDF concurs that the above-mentioned species should be removed from 
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Table 14.  Table 14 of the final EIR will have the following species removed based on best 
available current knowledge of the species range and likely habitat: Arenaria paludicola “marsh 
sandwort,” Castilleja mendocinensis “Mendocino coast Indian paintbrush,” Horkelia marinensis 
“Point Reyes horkelia,” Navarretia leucocephala ssp. bakeri “Baker’s navarretia,” and Phacelia 
insularis var. continentis “North Coast phacelia.”  Removing Castilleja mendocinensis “Mendocino 
coast Indian paintbrush” and Horkelia marinensis “Point Reyes horkelia,” will require removal of 
these species from the DFMP list of potential species of concern that may occur in areas of 
suitable habitat (currently listed under the first bulleted list under Plant and Animal Species of 
Concern Possibly Present on JDSF on page 68 of the DFMP). 
 
The Decision and Rationale column of Appendix 8D-3 will also need to be changed for the 
above species to reflect their removal from Table 14.  The following changes will be made in the 
Decision and Rationale column of Appendix 8D-3 in the final EIR: 
 

(Make the following change for Arenaria paludicola) “Unlikely (misidentification for 
Mendocino Co., according to DFG comments for the DEIR)” 

 
(Make the following change for Horkelia marinensis) “Unlikely (coastal dunes, coastal prairie, 
coastal scrub/sandy)” 

 
(Make the following change for Navarretia leucocephala ssp. bakeri) “Watch for (meadows, 
valley and foothill grassland) 

 
(Make the following change for Phacelia insularis var. continentis) “Unlikely (coastal bluff 
scrub, coastal dunes, sandy soils, and bluffs) 

 
Note that no change is needed for the Decision and Rationale for excluding Castilleja 
mendocinensis from Table 14; this species is already listed as “unlikely.” 
To be thorough, the scoping process for any future project should include referencing Tables 14 
and 15 of the final EIR, Appendix 8D-3, available database information from the CNPS 
Inventory and California Natural Diversity Database, and any other sources of sensitive plant 
habitat and occurrence data. 
 
Response to Comment #33 
As mentioned in response #31 above, addition and removal of sensitive species to and from 
Table 14 should not affect protection of sensitive species because the scoping, survey, and 
mitigation process should allow for inclusion of species that are not on Table 14 as well as those 
that are.  Although the above three species did not result from a query of the CNPS Inventory, 
based on habitat requirements and information presented by DFG in the comment, it is 
reasonable to add these species to Table 14 of the EIR.  The title of Table 14 will be revised so  
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that the lichen can also be included, and it will be reworded as “SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND 
LICHEN SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL OCCURRENCES WITHIN JDSF.”  Table 14 of the final 
EIR will be revised to include the following (with the following inserted alphabetically): 
 

Boschniakia hookeri “small groundcone,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, 
Federal None. 

 
Glyceria grandis “American manna grass,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, Federal 
None. 

 
Usnea longissima “long-beard lichen,” CNPS None, RED None, State None, 
Federal None. 

 
An extra sentence should be inserted in the final EIR just after Table 14 that discusses the 
ranking that qualifies this lichen to be considered sensitive.  The sentence in the final EIR will 
state: 
 

“Usnea longissima is considered a sensitive lichen due to a Global Rank of G3 (21-100 element 
occurrences OR 3,000-10,000 individuals OR 10,000-50,000 acres) and a State Rank of S2.1 (6-
20 element occurrences OR 1,000-3,000 individuals OR 2,000-10,000 acres; very threatened) as 
listed in DFG’s Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List (Natural Diversity 
Database July 2002).” 

 
Species descriptions (presented separately from this response letter) will be written for the 
above three species and included in Appendix 8D-1 of the final EIR.  These species will also be 
included in Appendix 8D-3 of the final EIR with the following text: 
 

Boschniakia hookeri “small groundcone,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, Federal 
None, Decision and Rationale: Likely (recent detection in coastal forest in Mendocino 
Co. according to DFG). 
 
Glyceria grandis “American manna grass,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, Federal 
None, Decision and Rationale: Likely (forested riparian areas and wetlands) 

 
Usnea longissima “long-beard lichen,” CNPS None, RED None, State None, Federal 
None, Decision and Rationale: Known (recent detection on JDSF by DFG) 

 
As Usnea longissima is now known to occur on JDSF, this should be reflected in the list of known 
species of concern in the Management Plan.  See response #43, below, for text to insert into the 
Management Plan regarding the known presence of this sensitive lichen. 
 
Response to Comment #34 
Adding a portion of the suggested text to the final EIR would not significantly alter the intent of 
the EIR and would clarify potential concerns as to how the CNPS lists are compiled and why  
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they should be incorporated into the scoping process.  It is therefore appropriate to add text for 
clarification to the final EIR.  The following text will be added to the final EIR after last sentence 
of the paragraph currently shown on page 138 of the DEIR and will read: 
 

“The CNPS lists are developed through a formal review process involving a scientific advisory 
committee composed of noted academic, professional, and amateur botanists across the state.  The 
scientific advisory committee reviews the best available data to compile rare, endangered, 
threatened, and uncommon plant lists.  CDFG currently accepts the premise that placement of 
plants on CNPS lists 1A, 1B and 2 provides a fair argument that they qualify as rare, endangered 
or threatened under Section 15380(d) of CEQA (CDFG, comments on DEIR, 2002).” 

 
Response to Comment #35 
Because the above-mentioned species have a low probability of occurring on the JDSF, they will 
not be added to Table 14 of the DEIR as recommended in DFG’s comments.  Table 14 will be 
maintained as a list of sensitive plant and lichen species that are likely to occur on the JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment #36 
Adding CNPS list 3 species to Table 15 would not significantly alter the intent of the EIR.  It is 
appropriate to add CNPS list 3 species to the table and change the title of the table to reflect the 
additions.  Monitoring List 3 occurrences will assist in future determination of whether these 
species should be listed as rare, threatened, endangered, or uncommon, or whether the species 
should be rejected from CNPS listing.  The CNPS list 3 species that will be incorporated into 
Table 15 are obtained from Appendix 8D-3 and include species that are known from the JDSF 
project USGS 7.5’ quadrangles and adjacent quadrangles.  The following will be added to Table 
15 in the final EIR (added in alphabetical order): 
 

• Cardamine pachystigma var. dissectifolia, Common Name: dissected-leaved toothwort, 
Family: Brassicaceae. 

 
• Hemizonia congesta ssp. leucocephala, Common Name: Hayfield tarplant, Family: 

Asteraceae. 
 
The title of Table 15 will be changed in the final EIR to read: 
 

“Table 15 CNPS List 3 and 4 species that may potentially occur within JDSF” 
 
No other CNPS list 3 species, except the above two, resulted from the query of the CNPS 
inventory for the project and adjacent quadrangles.  However, DFG indicates that the following 
additional list three plant specie has the potential to occur on JDSF (Pers. Com CDFG September 
3, 2002): 
 

• Erigeron biolettii, common name: streamside daisy. 
 
Other list 3 species may also potentially occur on the JDSF based on habitat requirements.  
Sensitive plant species that are not listed in Table 14 or 15 but that have the potential to occur on 
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JDSF will be addressed through the adaptive nature of the proposed scoping, survey, and 
mitigation process with input from DFG. 
 
With the addition of List 3 species to Table 15, it is appropriate to add text to the paragraph 
before Table 15 to incorporate List 3 species into the scoping process.  The paragraph before 
Table 15 (page 138 of the DEIR) will have the following change in the final EIR (make this 
change to the fifth sentence in the paragraph): 
 

“In addition, species that are listed by CNPS as plants about which we need 
more information (List 3) and plants of limited distribution (List 4) should be 
considered during scoping, although the intensity of any survey efforts, 
assessment of potential impacts, and development of mitigations will recognize 
that List 3 and 4 species do not have the same legal and sensitivity status as 
species listed in Table 14.” 

 
Response to Comment #37 
As with Table 14, Table 15 should contain species that are likely to occur on the JDSF and 
exclude species that are not likely to occur.  Table 15 of the final EIR will have the following 
species removed: “Angelica lucida, Antirrhinum virga, Asclepias solanoana, Astragalus breweri, 
Calystegia collina ssp. oxyphylla, Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi, Cypripedium californicum, Eriogonum 
strictum var. greenei, Eriogonum umbellatum var. bahiiforme, Eschscholzia hypecoides, Gilia sinistra 
ssp. pinnatisecta, Glehnia littoralis ssp. leiocarpa, Hackelia amethystine, Linanthus rattanii, Lomatium 
engelmannii, Melica spectabilis, Mimulus nudatus, Navarretia cotulifolia, Navarretia subuligera, 
Orobanche valida ssp. howellii, Silene campanulata ssp. campanulata, Stellaria littoralis, Streptanthus 
barbiger, Streptanthus drepanoides.” 
 
As mentioned in response to comment 36, above, sensitive plant species that are not listed in 
Table 14 or 15 but that have the potential to occur on JDSF will be addressed through the 
adaptive nature of the proposed scoping, survey, and mitigation process with input from DFG. 
 
Response to Comment #38 
It is true that North Coast semaphore grass is a state listed rare plant and candidate for 
endangered listing and that it should be added to the paragraph on page 139 of the DEIR that 
discusses federal and state-listed species.  (Note that semaphore grass is included in the plant 
list on page 69 of the DFMP.)  In the final EIR, the second sentence of that paragraph (page 139 
of the DEIR) will be changed to read: 
 

“Five additional plant species are considered by the State of California to be endangered or rare.” 
 
Also, the following sentence will become the last sentence in that paragraph in the final EIR: 
 

“North Coast semaphore grass (Pleuropogon hooverianus) is a state listed rare species and is a 
candidate for state listed endangered.” 
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Response to Comment #39 
Incorporating statements to clarify the relationship between CDF, DFG, JDSF, and the NPPA is 
reasonable.  The following will be added after what is currently the last sentence in the NPPA 
paragraph for the final EIR: 
 

“Other management activities may not be exempted from Fish and Game Code Section 1911 
(Fish and Game Code Section 1913).  Regardless of the exemption allowed to THPs under Fish 
and Game Code Section 1913, it is the stated intent of JDSF to address sensitive plants and their 
habitats on a project basis through scoping in consultation with DFG, surveys according to 
appropriate survey guidelines where indicated by the results of scoping, assessment of potential 
impacts, and avoidance or mitigation to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.” 

 
Response to Comment #40 
Incorporating statements to clarify what constitutes a rare, threatened, or endangered species 
under CEQA is reasonable.  The following will be inserted after the second sentence in the 
CEQA paragraph for the final EIR (page 140 in the DEIR): 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b) provides the criteria for Endangered, Rare and Threatened species. 
Section 15380(d) states that species that are not on state or federal lists, but that meet the criteria in 
subsection (b) of Section 15380, “shall nevertheless be considered to be endangered, rare, or threatened.” 
CNPS List 1A, 1B, and 2 plant species will be initially presumed to meet these criteria, subject to review 
and reassessment during scoping.  Additionally, under Section 15380, a species will be considered 
Endangered, Rare or Threatened if it is listed as such under the California or Federal Endangered Species 
Act and species designated as candidates for listing by the Fish and Game Commission under the CESA 
are also “presumed to be endangered, rare or threatened.”  The California ESA presumes that 
candidate species meet the criteria for listing as Endangered, Rare, or Threatened. 
 
Response to Comment #41 
 “Harmful human disturbance” refers to adverse impacts to the integrity and natural condition 
of the pygmy forest resulting from CDF’s management actions or from public activities over 
which CDF has control. Further clarification is found on page 146 of the DEIR, second 
paragraph under Impact 3: “Management activities that result in ground and/or vegetation 
disturbance …includes, but is not limited to, timber harvest and timber stand improvement practices, 
road maintenance programs, prescribed fire, installation of shaded fuel breaks, campground maintenance 
or expansion, trail development, herbicide application and IWM activities.”  Disturbance that may 
result from illegal activities does occur on JDSF (as mentioned on page 402 of the DEIR, third 
paragraph of the Recreation Activities section: “Though prohibited by State law (CCR Chapter 9, 
Subchapter 1, Section 1431), substantial off-road motor vehicle usage occurs.  Most of this use is related 
to access from rural residential neighborhoods.”). 
 
Management and recreation activities that will continue are not considered to be “harmful 
human disturbance.”  Management activities include road maintenance, control of exotic pest 
plants, fire protection, trash abatement, and trail maintenance.  Recreation activities include 
hiking, bicycle riding, and horseback riding on established roads and trails.  The DFMP does 
not propose and CDF does not anticipate development of new roads, trails or campgrounds in 
the pygmy forest. 
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As mentioned on page 142, Specific Management Actions section, of the DEIR, “In general, the 
DFMP provides for the protection of special vegetation types, such as old-growth and pygmy forest or 
wetlands, through restricting activities in these communities and by utilizing an Integrated Weed 
Management approach to prevent spread of exotics into special communities.”  See previous responses 
for a discussion of protection goals and objectives for protecting pygmy forests and for a 
discussion on the need for input from a qualified botanist prior to management activities in 
pygmy forests.  Protection measures to avoid impacts associated with illegal activities is 
addressed in a general sense on page 30 of the DEIR, Goal # 7, objective 7-3: “Maintain a physical 
presence in the Forest to enforce forest and fire laws.  Make regular contact with forest users to ensure 
understanding of and compliance with regulations and use limitations.  Use public contact as an 
opportunity to deliver forest management education messages.” 
 
Response to Comment #42 
See Response to Comment #20. 
 
Response to Comment #43 
It is appropriate to incorporate the five referenced species into the final EIR under the list of 
Plant Species of Concern (page 143 of the DEIR), add the scientific names to all of the species of 
concern, and change the title of the list so that the lichen may be added.  In the final EIR and 
Management Plan, the Plant Species of Concern list (page 143 of the DEIR) will have the new 
title of “Plant and Lichen Species of Concern,” and the list will be changed as presented below: 
 

• Arctostaphylos mendocinoensis, “pygmy manzanita” 
• Astragalus agnicidus, “Humboldt milk-vetch” 
• Calamagrostis bolanderi, “Bolander’s reed grass” 
• Campanula californica, “swamp harebell” 
• Carex californica, “California sedge” 
• Cupressus goveniana ssp. pigmaea, “pygmy cypress” 
• Lilium maritimum, “coast lily” 
• Lycopodium clavatum, “running-pine” 
• Mitella caulescens, “leafy-stemmed mitrewort” 
• Pinus contorta ssp. bolanderi, “Bolander’s pine” 
• Usnea longissima, “long-beard lichen” 

 
Additionally, Appendix 8D-3 of the final EIR will be changed for the Mitella caulescens row to 
reflect that this species is known to occur on JDSF.  The Decision and Rationale column for the 
Mitella caulescens row will be changed in the final EIR to state “Known.”  No similar changes are 
needed for Appendix 8D-3 as the remaining four species added to the newly-revised Plant and 
Lichen Species of Concern list are already listed as “Known” in this Appendix. 
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Response to Comment #44 
CDF understands that the Department of Fish and Game would like to see people conduct full 
floristic surveys when checking for the presence of threatened, endangered, or rare plants.  The 
full floristic surveys would identify and list all plant species found on the site.  Benefits from 
these surveys would include demonstrating the expertise of the surveyor and the methodology 
used in the survey and adding to the general body of information about the distribution of plant 
species. 
 
Despite these potential benefits, CDF declines to require full floristic surveys as a method for 
checking for the presence of threatened, endangered, or rare plants in the area of proposed 
projects on JDSF.  A full floristic survey would be more costly and time consuming than a 
survey for a limited list of threatened, endangered, or rare species that would be focused on the 
kinds of habitat where the species could be found.  Where the surveyors are trained to 
recognize the targeted plants, CDF believes that the surveys would be more efficient in terms of 
time, cost, and usefulness of the information in helping to determine whether the proposed 
project might have a significant effect on the environment.  CDF would expect to work with the 
Department of Fish and Game to help assure CDF that the training for the surveyors would be 
adequate for them to recognize the targeted plants. 
 
It is appropriate to develop survey guidelines to be used when the scoping process indicates 
that botanical surveys are appropriate.  The DFG has issued Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of 
Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Plant Communities (DFG 2000) to 
provide recommendations and guidance in regards to rare plant survey strategies.  These 
recommended guidelines provide a starting place for designing survey procedures that are 
most appropriate for assessing the potential impacts of different kinds of management activities 
on JDSF.  To incorporate survey guidelines into the EIR and FMP, the following will be added 
to the final EIR under the Species Protection section (currently pages 143 and 144 of the DEIR): 
“Survey designs will be based on the concepts contained in the DFG Guidelines for Assessing the Effects 
of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Plant Communities (DFG 2000).  
Surveys conducted as part of THP development will follow the practices commonly accepted by CDF and 
CDFG for THP review.  Surveys for other types of projects will recognize the specific features of those 
projects.  (For example, road surface maintenance and roadside brushing are ongoing activities that create 
repeated periodic disturbances, precommercial thinning typically occurs a few years following the more 
substantial disturbance of a commercial harvest, and shaded fuel break construction targets ground cover 
vegetation.).” 
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The following changes will be made to the second-to-last and last sentences in the same 
paragraph regarding Species Protection (page 144 of the DEIR), and an additional sentence will 
be added to clarify who should manage and conduct botanical surveys: “Survey results will be 
made a part of the project’s environmental assessment documentation.  Observations of rare, threatened 
or endangered plants or plant communities will be recorded on Field Survey Forms and copies provided to 
CDFG.  JDSF will provide for, on an as-needed basis, a sensitive plant identification-training program to 
enhance the knowledge of field personnel who may encounter sensitive plant resources. Personnel who 
will be responsible for botanical surveys and those conducting the survey(s) will be capable of identifying 
the listed species for which the survey is conducted.” 
 
Regarding discussion of botanical surveys for rare, threatened and endangered plant species, it 
is appropriate to maintain consistent language throughout the EIR.  To clarify and maintain 
consistent language regarding the need for pre-project botanical assessment, in the final EIR, the 
phrase “As resources allow” will be removed from the first sentence of the last paragraph in the 
Plant Species of Concern Possibly Present on JDSF section (page 144 of the DEIR).  This will 
not significantly alter the intent of the EIR. The stated phrase is also part of a sentence under the 
“Plant and Animal Species of Concern Possibly Present on JDSF” section in the Management Plan 
(page 68 of the DFMP) that is presented for a variety of sensitive plant and animal species.  It is 
appropriate to leave the phrase intact in the Management Plan while removing the phrase in the 
portion of the EIR that discusses pre-project assessments for sensitive plant species. 
 
Response to Comment #45 
Due to the limited distribution of pygmy manzanita, pygmy cypress, and Bolander’s pine, all of 
which are CNPS list 1B species, and because the lotis blue butterfly is not currently known to 
occur at the JDSF, the most effective management practice regarding these sensitive plants and 
this sensitive wildlife resource is to avoid removal of the proposed sensitive plant species.  
While JDSF is interested in “…habitat restoration and management for species that may or may not 
presently occur on the forest (page 59, second paragraph in the Wildlife and Ecological Processes 
section of the DFMP),” removal of these species would not guarantee that the host plant would 
necessarily grow and thrive in their place, nor does this guarantee that the lotis blue butterfly 
would eventually be found at JDSF.  The only guarantee would be that these sensitive plant 
species would further decline in number.  To address this issue, the paragraph regarding 
Habitat Management Practices (page 144 of the DEIR) will be changed to read: 
 

“Limited removal of species in the pygmy cypress forest may occur as a result of habitat 
development projects for the lotis blue butterfly.  Prior to habitat development projects, rare plant 
surveys will be conducted according to accepted survey guidelines (see previous section) to 
address sensitive plant resources. 
 
A qualified botanist will assess the appropriateness of removal of any sensitive plant species in 
relationship to fostering habitat for the growth of the butterfly’s host species, Lotus 
formosissimus.  Effectiveness monitoring will be conducted for any habitat management practice 
involving removal of plant species in the pygmy forest to assess the response of the forest to 
habitat alteration.” 
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The Habitat Management Practices section of the Management Plan (page 63 of the DFMP) will 
also have the above changes. 
 
Response to Comment #46 
The “Plant Species of Concern Possibly Present on JDSF” list is a direct copy of the list presented in 
the DFMP.  It is appropriate to update this list in both the EIR and the Management Plan to 
incorporate only those species that will be listed in Table 14 of the final EIR to maintain 
consistency throughout the documents.  See previous responses and compare these species 
additions and removals with Table 14 of the DEIR to determine what the final EIR Table 14 will 
include and what species will be listed under the “Plant Species of Concern Possibly Present on 
JDSF” in the Management Plan.  In the final Management Plan list, it is appropriate to present 
scientific names in addition to common names. 
 
Response to Comment #47 and #48 
Please refer to the response to comment 40 to address the first two issues in the DFG comments 
regarding what constitutes a rare, threatened, or endangered species.  
It is reasonable for species that meet the definition of a rare, threatened, or endangered plant 
under Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines to be addressed during scoping, surveying, and 
development of avoidance and/or mitigation measures, regardless of their formal listing status. 
 
To clarify the treatment of (rare, threatened, and endangered) unlisted species, the first sentence 
in the Guidelines for Species Surveys and Avoidance of Significant Impacts section (page 144 
of the DEIR) of the final EIR will be changed to read: “The DFMP includes guidelines for pre-project 
scoping, surveying, and mitigation development. These guidelines are included below.  Rare, threatened 
and endangered species, as defined by Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines, will be addressed during 
the scoping, surveying, and mitigation-development processes.  For species that do not meet the Section 
15380 definitions of a rare, threatened, or endangered species but that are CNPS list 3 or 4 species, 
evaluation, scoping and mitigation practices are likely to vary according to identified need, the current 
state of species knowledge, and consideration of input provided by CDFG through the scoping process. 
 
The bulleted sections titled “Listed Species” and “Unlisted Species” on page 144 of the DEIR 
(under the Guidelines for Species Surveys and Avoidance of Significant Impacts section) will 
be removed to maintain consistency and clarity in which species will be addressed.  The 
sentence at the end of the “Listed Species” bullet that states “An assessment area that extends 
beyond the boundaries of the planned activity may also be required for some species, will become part of 
the Survey section (page 145) of the final EIR. 
 
The above-recommended change will require a change in the Guidelines for Species Surveys 
and Avoidance of Significant Impacts section (page 69) of the DFMP.  See response to 
comment 53, below, for text that incorporates the above issues. 
 
Response to Comment #48 
See response #47. 
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Response to Comment #49 
Potential impacts to sensitive plants will be avoided or minimized on a project-by-project basis.  
This will be addressed through the proposed scoping, survey, and mitigation development 
process discussed in previous responses.  Please refer to the response to comment 39 that adds 
text to the NPPA paragraph of the EIR (page 140 of the DEIR) to clarify the above.  Also refer to 
the response to comment 44 that clarifies that the current DFG survey guidelines (DFG 2000) 
will be used as a basis for developing project specific survey strategies. 
 
Response to Comment #50 
It is reasonable to incorporate the sections of the California Forest Practice Rules that pertain to 
non-listed species.  The paragraph under the California Forest Practice Rules (page 145 of the 
DEIR) will have the following sentence become the second to last sentence in the paragraph in 
the final EIR: “The Forest Practice Rules state that “Where significant adverse impacts to non-listed 
species are identified, the RPF and Director shall incorporate feasible practices to reduce impacts as 
described in 14 CCR §898.” (14 CCR §919.4).” 
 
Response to Comment #51 
The potential for the proposed management activities to result in impacts to sensitive plant 
resources has been addressed on a program basis.  The EIR analysis determined that there are 
sensitive plant resources known to occur within JDSF, and there is the potential for additional 
sensitive plant resources to occur.  It was further determined that ground or vegetation 
disturbing projects as proposed in the DFMP have the potential to impact sensitive plant 
resources if the project location overlaps or is adjacent to the location of sensitive plant resource.  
It was further determined that potential impacts to sensitive plants would be avoided or 
minimized on a project-by-project basis by the establishment and implementation of the 
sensitive plant resources protection program presented in the DFMP.  The program has been 
further refined by mitigations developed through the EIR process.  As mentioned in response to 
comment 4, above, the proposed project-by-project scoping for potential sensitive plant species, 
surveys for rare, threatened or endangered plant resources (discussed in response to comment 
44), and avoidance and/or mitigation for sensitive plants and their habitat potentially impacted 
by each project (also see response to comment 50) are adequate conditions to determine that 
future projects will not result in significant adverse impacts to sensitive plants.  Also refer to the 
last sentence in the Impact 3 section (page 147 of the DEIR) that states “The scoping process as 
described in the DFMP is broad enough to address the need to consider surveys for non-listed sensitive 
plant species included in Table 14 and 15 but not listed as potentially occurring on the Forest in the 
DFMP, and to address additions or deletions of plant species from sensitive species lists.” 
 
It is reasonable to clarify the above and reflect the specification that currently accepted survey 
guidelines should be used in the Impacts introductory paragraph (page 146 of the DEIR).  The 
last two sentences in the Impacts introductory paragraph (currently on page 146 of the DEIR) 
will be changed in the final EIR to read: “An intensive inventory of the botanical resources has not 
been conducted on JDSF; inventory information will be accumulated over time on a project-by-project 
basis through species and habitat surveys that are indicated by scoping.  Potential impacts to botanical 
resources will be avoided at the project implementation level through scoping, consultation with DFG, 
surveys where appropriate as determined during scoping, and development of measures that avoid 
impacts to sensitive plant species or reduce them to a level less than significant.”  The above changes 
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do not appear to require changes to the Management Plan (except those changes that have 
already been proposed in previous responses). 
 
The Impact 3 and 4 sections (page 146 and 147 of the DEIR) provide quantification of species 
that show great affinity to the pygmy forest or SCAs, which species show Mendocino County as 
the end of their range, and which are known from only this county.  To clarify, the number of 
species in each category will be removed.  The fourth sentence in the first paragraph at the top 
of page 147 of the DEIR that discusses sensitive species that are protected by default of habitat 
preference will be changed in the final EIR to read: “Some sensitive plant species, such as pygmy 
manzanita, show a great affinity to the pygmy forest, while others, such as swamp harebell, can be found 
in both pygmy forests and less site-specific habitats.”  The remaining sentences in this same 
paragraph will be changed to read: “The restrictions on activities in WLPZs will provide a measure of 
protection to some species that are generally restricted to riparian areas or wetlands, such as livid sedge.  
Some species, such as coast fawn-lily and running-pine, are forest generalists and would not necessarily 
be protected by WLPZ SCAs.” 
 
In the first paragraph in the Impact 4 section on page 147 of the DEIR, the second sentence will 
be changed in the final EIR to read: “Some species, such as Humboldt milk-vetch, that occur or have 
the potential to occur on the JDSF are at the end of their range in Mendocino County, and some, 
including pygmy manzanita and pygmy cypress, are only known from Mendocino County.” 
 
Finally, the Impact 3 and 4 sections (page 146 and 147 of the DEIR) are not specific as to which 
sensitive plant species will be addressed during the scoping, survey, and mitigation 
development processes.  Response to comment 47 should clarify which species (i.e., all species 
that meet the definitions of rare, threatened and endangered in Section 15380 of the CEQA 
Guidelines) are addressed under these sections.  The last paragraph of the Impact 4 section 
(page 147 of the DEIR) will be changed in the final EIR to state the following: As discussed above, 
JDSF has committed to completing a scoping and assessment process, including rare plant surveys as 
necessary, on a management activity or project basis to determine if the management activity or project 
has the potential to significantly impact a rare, threatened, or endangered species.  JDSF has also 
committed to developing mitigation measures to avoid significant adverse impacts to endangered, rare, or 
threatened plants and plant communities if they are identified.” 
 
Response to Comment #52 
The Mitigation and Monitoring section (page 148 of the DEIR) will have the last sentence of the 
currently shown paragraph removed and the following ten mitigations will be added after the 
introductory paragraph.  Clarifications on CEQA-mandated mitigation monitoring will be 
added to the same section following the mitigations (see below). 
 
In the final EIR, the Mitigation and Monitoring section (page 148 of the DEIR) will have the 
following additions and/or changes: 
 

Mitigation 1.  The Plant Species of Concern list (page 62 of the DFMP) will have the title 
changed to read “Plant and Lichen Species of Concern,” and the list will be changed as 
presented below: 
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• Arctostaphylos mendocinoensis, “pygmy manzanita” 
• Astragalus agnicidus, “Humboldt milk-vetch” 
• Calamagrostis bolanderi, “Bolander’s reed grass” 
• Campanula californica, “swamp harebell” 
• Carex californica, “California sedge” 
• Cupressus goveniana ssp. pigmaea, “pygmy cypress” 
• Lilium maritimum, “coast lily” 
• Lycopodium clavatum, “running-pine” 
• Mitella caulescens, “leafy-stemmed mitrewort” 
• Pinus contorta ssp. bolanderi, “Bolander’s pine” 
• Usnea longissima, “long-beard lichen” 

 
Mitigation 2.  Under the Species Protection section (page 62 of the DFMP), the following 
will be added to become the first bullet: 

 
• The pre-project scoping process will include referencing Tables 14 and 15 of the final 

EIR, Appendix 8D-1 and 8D-3, available database information from the CNPS 
Inventory and the California Natural Diversity Database, and other reasonably 
available sources of sensitive plant habitat and occurrence data. 

 
Mitigation 3. Under the Species Protection section (page 62 of the DFMP), the following will 
be inserted as the second and third bullets: 
 

• JDSF will use the current DFG Guidelines (DFG 2000, DFG Guidelines for Assessing the 
Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Plant 
Communities, included in Appendix 8) as a basis for developing project specific 
survey strategies. 

 
• Project specific botanical field surveys will be conducted within potential habitat in a 

manner that is likely to locate sensitive plant species identified during scoping as 
being susceptible to significant project impacts. 

 
Mitigation 4.  The following two sentences will replace the sentence in the last bullet under 
the Species Protection section beginning on page 62 of the DFMP: 

 
• JDSF will provide for, on an as-needed basis, a sensitive plant identification-

training program to enhance the knowledge of field personnel that may 
encounter sensitive plant resources.  Personnel who will be responsible for 
botanical surveys should meet the recommended qualifications for botanical 
consultants included in the DFG survey guidelines (DFG 2000).  Field surveyors 
should have a demonstrated ability to identify the RTE species being surveyed for. 

 
Mitigation 5.  The paragraph under the Habitat Management Practices section on page 63 
of the DFMP will be changed to read: 
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Limited removal of species in the pygmy cypress forest may occur as a result of 
habitat development projects for the lotis blue butterfly.  Prior to habitat 
development projects, rare plant surveys will be conducted according to accepted 
survey guidelines to address sensitive plant resources.  A qualified botanist will 
assess the appropriateness of removal of any sensitive plant species in relationship to 
fostering habitat for the growth of the butterfly’s host species, Lotus formosissimus.  
Effectiveness monitoring will be conducted for any habitat management practice 
involving removal of plant species in the pygmy forest to assess the response of the 
forest to habitat alteration. 

 
Mitigation 6.  The first bullet under the Plant and Animal Species of Concern Possibly 
Present on the JDSF (page 69 of the DFMP) will be changed to read: 

 
• Boschniakia hookeri “small ground cone,” Carex arcta “northern clustered sedge,” 

Carex livida “livid sedge,” Carex saliniformis “deceiving sedge,” Carex viridula var. 
viridula “green sedge,” Erythronium revolutum “coast fawn lily,” Fritillaria roderickii 
“Roderick’s fritillary,” Glyceria grandis “American manna grass,” Juncus supiniformis 
“hair-leaved rush,” Lasthenia macrantha ssp. bakeri “Baker’s goldfields,” Limnanthes 
bakeri “Baker’s meadowfoam,” Pleuropogon hooverianus “North Coast semaphore 
grass,” Rhynchospora alba “white beaked-rush,” Sanguisorba officinalis “great burnet,” 
Senecio bolanderi var. bolanderi “seacoast ragwort,” Sidalcea calycosa ssp. rhizomata 
“Point Reyes checkerbloom,” Sidalcea malachroides “maple-leaved checkerbloom,” 
Sidalcea malviflora ssp. purpurea “purple-stemmed checkerbloom,” Triquetrella 
californica (N/A), and Viola palustris “marsh violet.” 

 
Mitigation 7.  The first sentence under the Guidelines for Species Surveys and Avoidance of 
Significant Impacts section on page 69 of the DFMP will have the following change: 

 
JDSF will evaluate the potential for individual land management 
actions to have a significant impact on rare, threatened, or 
endangered species (as defined by Section 15380 of the CEQA 
Guidelines). 

 
Mitigation 8.  The last sentence in the paragraph under the Guidelines for Species Surveys 
and Avoidance of Significant Impacts section on page 69 of the DFMP will have the following 
change: 

 
For species identified as sensitive, but that do not meet the 
definition of rare, threatened, or endangered under the above-
mentioned section of the CEQA Guidelines, evaluation and 
mitigation practices are likely to vary according to identified need, 
the current state of species knowledge, and consideration of input 
provided by CDFG. 
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Mitigation 9.  The Surveys section on page 69 of the DFMP that falls under the Guidelines 
for Species Surveys and Avoidance of Significant Impacts section will be changed to the 
following: 

 
When suitable habitat is present within or immediately adjacent to 
the project area, project planning documentation will include 
results of surveys and a discussion of the efforts made to 
determine presence or absence of the species in question.  
Avoidance measures and other mitigation determined to be 
necessary to avoid significant effects will be specified. 

 
Mitigation 10.  The first paragraph in the Plant Resources section under the Goal statement 
on page 106 of the DFMP will have the following change to the second sentence: 

 
A qualified botanist or other trained personnel will conduct 
surveys within project areas and  nearby habitats potentially 
impacted by the project to assess plant occurrence as necessary to 
develop measures to avoid significant impacts. 

(The following will be added after the ten mitigations listed above). 
 
Mitigation Monitoring: 
 

Timing: As part of project planning and design 
Scope: Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility: the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility: the Department 

 
Response to Comment #53 
Sensitive plants are adequately addressed with the proposed pre-project scoping process, 
surveys that will be designed based on DFG survey guidelines (DFG 2000), and mitigation 
development for sensitive plants.  Specific mitigations/protection measures for identified 
sensitive plant resources will be developed on a project basis.  It is reasonable to clarify the text 
in Table 16 (page 149 of the DEIR that discusses Alternatives C, D, and E) to incorporate the 
changes made to the EIR and mitigations for the DFMP.  The following change will be made to 
the first sentence in the Discussion box for Alternatives C, D, and E in Table 16 (page 149 of the 
DEIR) in the final EIR: 
 

“Each of these alternatives would include the same protection measures for endangered, rare, or 
threatened plant species.” 

 
Additionally, the following change will be made to the last sentence in the Discussion box for 
Alternatives C, D, and E in Table 16 (on page 149 of the DEIR) in the final EIR: 
 

“However, the DFMP, with the proposed scoping, survey, and mitigation-development processes, 
and the mitigations provided in the final EIR will reduce the level of impacts to less than 
significant.” 
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Response to Comment #54 
There are actually six bat species listed in the document (see Table 36).  These include the yuma 
myotis, (Myotis yumanensis), long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis), fringed myotis (Myotis 
thysanodes), long-legged myotis (Myotis volans), Pacific (Townsend’s) big-eared bat (Corynorhinus 
(Plecotus) townsendii townsendii), and the pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus).  All of these bat species 
were considered for inclusion in the DEIR, as described on pages 225 and 230 of the DEIR, but 
were excluded from detailed analysis as discussed below: 
 

• At the time of publication, there were no records of the aforementioned bat species 
occurring on or in the vicinity of JDSF. 

• No limestone caves, lava tubes, tunnels, or old mining shafts occur on JDSF, except 
for one old tunnel that is sealed at both ends.  There is a large abandoned building 
referred to as the “cat barn” at Camp 20 that is being managed as a “standing ruin” 
and will remain unchanged as part of the FMP. 

• The lack of available information regarding the use and value of various aged and 
structured redwood habitats to the aforementioned bat species does not allow for an 
accurate analysis of potential impacts. 

• The above bat species use a variety of micro-habitats (e.g. under bark, in crevices, 
caves, buildings, etc.) as roost and maternal sites.  The use and value of redwood 
hollows and snags compared to other micro-habitats, such as hardwoods or the bark 
of young-growth redwood, is not available. 

• Potentially key habitat elements, such as old-growth groves, aggregates, residuals, 
and snags will be protected as described in the DFMP. 

• Watercourses, ponds, and bogs will receive WLPZ protection buffers. 
• Management geared towards the advancement of late successional habitat will occur 

in the WLPZs and Mendocino Woodlands Special Treatment Area. 
• Conservation strategies for species such as the marbled murrelet, spotted owl, vaux’s 

swift, and purple martin will also provide key habitats for bats. 
 
Although limited research in unfragmented redwood forests has been completed, the value of 
small, remnant patches of old growth to bats is unknown (Zielinski and Gellman 1999).  More 
specifically, the use and value of “basal hollows” in old-growth redwood trees compared to 
other known and available roost and maternal habitats, such as under bark or in crevices, of the 
aforementioned species is largely unknown.  Along the same note, the use of micro-habitats in 
various aged and structured stands has not been studied in redwood habitats.  The available 
data on such habitats is limited and primarily focuses on bat guano indices (see Gellman and 
Zielinski 1996 and Zielinski and Gellman 1999), although trapping and species identification 
was completed in the latter study.  There is one study currently in progress that focuses on the 
use of basal hollows by bats on JDSF.  This data is not yet available and, like earlier studies, 
focuses on bat guano and not specific species.  However, incidental observations of bats as a 
result of this study could provide some idea of the bat species known to use JDSF. 
According to Thomas and West (1991), bats in southern Washington and coastal Oregon only 
perceived two classes of forest: old-growth and younger stands, with significantly more bats 
detected in stands of old-growth.  Less than one percent of JDSF is composed of intact old-
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growth forest and, as proposed in the DFMP, no such old-growth stands are proposed to be 
harvested. 
 
Response to Comment #55 
On DEIR page 227, Table 36, the Federal Regulatory Status of the American Peregrine will be 
changed to read: “Federal-SC.”  This species was de-listed from the FESA on August 25, 1999, 
and is now considered a Federal Species of Concern. 
 
Response to Comment #56 
The purpose of pages 230-259 is to provide the reader with some general background 
information regarding the life histories and habitat requirements of the selected species.  
Additionally, this section provides information regarding known occurrences and potential 
habitats of the selected species on JDSF.  The goal of this section was not to discuss the species-
specific management activities and goals of JDSF.  This analysis is provided in Section 6.6.5 and 
Table 38 of the DEIR. 
 
The goals of the species-specific management are two-fold.  First, protect known nest sites, 
aquatic habitats, and key habitat elements, such as snags, old-growth aggregates, and downed 
wood.  Second, provide a diversity of habitats throughout JDSF.  This includes managing for 
late-successional habitat.  Specific goals do not include future population targets, but rather 
focus on providing a variety of habitats for a number of species. 

 
Response to Comment #57 
No studies have been completed to determine the reasons why these species do not occur or 
occur in low numbers on JDSF.  Therefore, any specific inferences would be speculation.  
However, based on what we do know regarding these species and JDSF, the following 
presumptions can be made: 
 

• There have been two sightings of goshawks on JDSF, but no nests have been 
found.  The CWHR does not consider redwood forest as nesting habitat for this 
species.  Furthermore, the highest ranking the CWHR gives redwood is as “low 
quality” foraging habitat.  Please refer to the DEIR for detailed habitat 
descriptions and discussions regarding this species and JDSF. 

 
• Bald eagles are only known to nest in one location in Mendocino County (CDFG 

2002).  Therefore the lack of bald eagles on JDSF is, more or less, representative of 
Mendocino County as a whole.  Based on the CWHR, redwood is considered low 
quality nesting habitat for this species.  Furthermore, bald eagles are typically 
associated with large waters with abundant fish, such as large rivers, lakes, and 
reservoirs.  These factors are probably primarily responsible for the lack of 
nesting bald eagles on JDSF. 

• Nesting ospreys have been reported on JDSF near Casper Creek and are 
regularly observed on adjacent private timberlands (DEIR). 

 
Response to Comment #58 
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Page 246, Marbled Murrelet, fourth paragraph.  The last two sentences of this paragraph have 
been clarified and consolidated and should read: 
 

Of the 44 nest trees reviewed by Hamer and Nelson (1995a) in the 
Pacific Northwest, 64% were in trees recorded as alive/healthy, 
36% as declining, none were in snags, and cover directly over the 
nests averaged 85%. 

 
Response to Comment #59 
DEIR page 247, Marbled Murrelet, last paragraph.  The statement in question should reference 
the DFMP Appendix 8E, Table 3.  The header of Table 3 should read: 
 

“Partial summary of marbled murrelet surveys conducted on 
JDSF between 1993 and 2001.” 

 
Response to Comment #60 
The text on DEIR page 249, Northern Spotted Owl first paragraph will be revised to cite: 
“Draft Recovery Plan” 
 
Response to Comment #61 
The following information will be included in the last paragraph of DEIR page 249: 
 

Of the 40% of northern spotted owls in California that are in the California Coastal 
Province, a very high percentage of them are on private lands.  Some State and federal 
parks, some small BLM parcels, and JDSF represent the public ownership that supports 
spotted owls. 

 
Response to Comment #62 
It is important to note that JDSF has surveyed project areas to avoid "take" as required by law. 
In addition, an active NSO research project being undertaken on JDSF included a survey of the 
entire Forest in 2001 and continues to monitor selected sites.  The majority of JDSF is potential 
habitat for NSO.  The database included in the DEIR is representative of the general information 
available for NSO population.  The modification of the data would not contribute any important 
new information relative to the survey and protection needs for the Northern Spotted Owl in 
JDSF.  The information used was the most up to date available specifically for JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment #63 
Stephens (2002) indicates that there are 14 active sites on JDSF but does not specify the date, 
although the report is based on data collected in 2001.  The author goes on to say that of these, 
two sites (MD124 and MD258) would likely be determined inactive if surveys continued in the 
future.  A closer review of the data indicates that no owls were detected at MD258 in 2001 and 
only a single nighttime detection of a male was made at MD124 in spite of intensive survey 
effort in 2001.  Therefore, in 2001 there were actually 13 active sites of which the status of one 
(MD124) was somewhat questionable. 
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The sentence “Fourteen active spotted owl territories, consisting of 11 pairs and 3 singles, were 
recorded (DFMP Appendix V, Table 5)” will be changed to read: “As a result, 13 spotted owl 
territories, consisting of 11 pairs and 2 singles, were recorded in 2001 (DFMP Appendix V, Table 
5).”  Table D in the DEIR is correct. 
 
Response to Comment #64 
Spotted owls on and off JDSF shall be considered, addressed, and “take” avoided on a project 
basis. 
 
Response to Comment #65 
A query of the CNDDB (February 4, 2002) for purple martin in Mendocino County was 
completed in preparation of the DEIR.  Another query of the same database was recently 
completed in response to this comment.  The July 12, 2001 occurrence is not available on this 
version.  None the less, the sentence “Although it has not been recorded within JDSF, there are 
records of purple martin occurring in the vicinity (CNDDB 2002, G-P 1997)” will be changed to 
read:  “The DFG identified a purple martin on JDSF on July 12, 2001 (DFG DEIR comments) and 
there are additional records of this species occurring in the vicinity (CNDDB 2002, G-P 1997).” 
 
Response to Comment #66 
The first sentence, paragraph one, page 256 under the California red tree vole will be changed to 
read: 

 
“The California red tree vole is distributed along the coastal 
lowlands of northern California to near the Oregon border.” 

 
Response to Comment #67 
The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 259 states: “Accordingly, the use of late 
successional forest to define fisher habitat should be considered conservative.”  There is no 
reference to JDSF in this or the preceding paragraphs.  Please refer to the third paragraph on 
page 259 for fisher habitats on JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment #68 and #74 
Cumulative effects are considered primarily on a project related basis because the temporal and 
spatial relationship of individual projects is speculative at the program level.  See also General 
Response #9. 
 
Response to Comment #69 
This information is provided as part of Table 36 on DEIR page 227.  The species accounts section 
does not discuss management actions of the DFMP (see response to comment 11).  Please refer 
to section 6.6.5 (Project Impacts) for management actions of the DFMP. 
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Response to Comment #70 
The DFMP specifies the LWD densities that will be averaged over a 160-acre subwatershed area, 
and that WLPZ and special concern areas will contribute a greater proportion of downed logs.  
Minimum densities of LWD and minimum sizes are provided in the DFMP.  These standards 
were analyzed in the DEIR and a determination was made that significant adverse 
environmental impacts would not result from the proposed LWD management standards. 
 
Response to Comment #71 
The current spotted owl research project is expected to continue for a few more years, according 
to the original study plan.  After completion of the study, spotted owl surveys are expected to 
be implemented on an as-needed basis to avoid potential for "take" associated with individual 
projects. 
 
Response to Comment #72 
Surveys for marbled murrelet will be implemented on an as-needed basis to avoid potential for 
"take" associated with individual projects.  Surveys will be conducted according to current 
protocol. 
 
Response to Comment #73 
No survey protocol currently exists for this species.  However, the USFWS will be asked to 
assist JDSF in developing a protocol for surveying potential lotis blue butterfly habitat in JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment #74 
One of the possible outcomes of the research/demonstration mission of JDSF is to aid in the 
development of thresholds of significance.  From a programmatic perspective the protections 
identified in the Management Plan and the associated EIR are designed to provide protections 
necessary for sensitive and listed species.  See Response to Comment #68. 
 
Response to Comment #75 
The comment regarding “local reductions in wildlife populations” provides no sense of scale, 
time frames, or definitions.  In addition, little information is available regarding local trends of 
wildlife populations or the most common significant impacts.  The most common significant 
impact will vary from species to species and from region to region.  As an example, significant 
impacts to neotropical migratory birds could occur in any number of locations on or between 
their breeding and wintering locations. 
 
Response to Comment #76 
Refer to response 14 above for a discussion regarding buffers around old growth groves.  The 
issue of old growth protection is discussed at length in the DFMP and the DEIR.  Likewise the 
development of late seral structural characteristics is also discussed at length in the documents. 
 
Response to Comment #77 
The rational for species selection is provided on DEIR pages 224 and 225. 
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Response to Comment #78 
This table (Table 8D-3) will remain in the appendix as presented to limit the amount of technical 
information in Volume 1 of the EIR.  Appendix 8 is referred to in the second paragraph under 
the Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species section on page 137 of the DEIR.  Because 
Appendix 8D-3 is referred to, it does not need to be incorporated in the body of the EIR.  
Additionally, as addressed in Mitigation 2 of response to comment 52, Appendix 8D-3 will be 
one of the available resources that is referenced during the scoping process for sensitive plant 
species. 
 
Response to Comment #79 
No.  Appendix 8E, Table B is correctly identified. 
 
Response to Comment #80 
A query of the CDF NSO Data Base was requested on January 28, 2002, or thereabout, and 
received by NRM on February 4, 2002 (Request No. 3303).  The results of the query were 
reviewed and the data found to be only current through 2000.  The information used in the 
DEIR was based on the most up to date and currently available data that had been collected 
during property wide NSO surveys completed in 2001 (see Stephens 2002). 
 
 If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact Chris Rowney, Resource 
Management at (916) 653-9420 or e-mail at Chris.Rowney@fire.ca.gov. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Ross Johnson 
      Deputy Director 
      Resource Management 
 
Attachment 
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California Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region 
Letter FR-26 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA    THE RESOURCES AGENCY   GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 
Website: www.fire.ca.gov  
(916) 653-7772             R1 
 
      September 10, 2002 
 
Frank Reichmuth 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
North Coast Region 
550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A 
Santa Rosa, CA  95403 
 
RE: Responses to California Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments on Draft EIR to the 

Jackson Demonstration State Forest Draft Management Plan 
(SCH #2000032002) - Reference:  FR-126 

 
Dear Mr. Reichmuth: 
 

Thank you for your comments on the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Our responses follow below.  Please note that the “Response 
numbers” correspond with the comment numbers as assigned in Exhibit Letter #126, a copy of which is 
attached. 
 

A number of the comments in your letter address the proposed management provisions set forth 
in the Jackson Demonstration State Draft Forest Management Plan (DFMP), and do not directly apply to 
the content of the DEIR.  The DEIR analyzes the environmental impacts of the DFMP, and addresses or 
dismisses from consideration several alternatives to the proposed management provisions.  This analysis 
describes why specific management provisions that may be preferred by the Water Quality Control Board 
are not incorporated or advanced in the draft plan.  While some might be noted or briefly addressed in 
the responses below, those comments regarding content of the DFMP and not the DEIR are generally 
beyond the scope of required responses as mandated by the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). 
 

As the Lead Agency, the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) is provided under 
CEQA the authority to determine “threshold of significance” for impacts on environmental resources 
based upon qualitative or quantitative standards.  CEQA presumes that compliance with existing 
regulatory standards results in less than significant impacts to resources.  Section 15064.7, Subdivision 
(h), of the CEQA Guidelines, provides that the Lead Agency shall “rely on the vast body of regulatory 
standards” that have already undergone rigorous public agency review in determining thresholds of 
significant impacts.  Said Subdivision (h), however, also establishes flexibility for the Lead Agency to 
establish whether existing regulatory standards are sufficient to protect an environmental resource from 
any potentially significant impact that may result from the proposed project. 
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The basis for the Lead Agency’s determination of whether a standard applies in a particular case must be 
based on “substantial evidence in the record that [the] standard is inappropriate to determine the 
significance of an effect.”  The Lead Agency is not required to base its determination of applicable 
standards on information presented by project opponents that a standard is or is not appropriate or 
effective to protect a resource. 
 
Specific responses follow. 
 
Comment 1: 
 
The goals and objectives identified in the DEIR should also recognize the need to protect all beneficial 
uses of water and comply with water quality objectives in accordance with the Water Quality Control 
Plan for the North Coast Region. 
 
Response to Comment #1: 
 
As stated on page 25 of the DEIR, "The overriding purpose, goals, and objectives for State demonstration 
forests in general are clearly set forth by the California legislature and in the Board of Forestry and Fire 
Protection policies.  This guidance sets the framework for specific purposes, goals, and objectives as 
specified in the JDSF Management Plan.”  Page 26 of the DEIR states: "The goals and objectives for the 
DFMP are synonymous with the project goals and objectives for this EIR.”  The goals and objectives are 
related to management of the Forest.  Inherent to any activity in the state is a requirement to obey all 
laws, which includes compliance with laws relating to water quality protection such as the Basin Plan.  To 
change the goals and objectives listed throughout the DEIR would in turn require similar changes to the 
DFMP, and Board Policies set forth by the legislature, which is not practical or necessary.  No changes to 
the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 2: 
 
The DEIR and the DFMP should acknowledge the upcoming TMDL action anticipated to be taken by the 
Regional Water Board which will apply to all land uses and landowners in Big River and Noyo 
watersheds. 
 
Response to Comment #2: 
 
The Department acknowledges the upcoming TMDL action by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board.  However, because implementation strategies for TMDLs are being developed and are currently 
unavailable for review or discussion, it was considered premature and speculative to discuss TMDL 
action plans in the DFMP and DEIR (also, see response #3 below).  No changes to the DEIR or JDSF 
Management Plan are required. 
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Comment 3: 
 
The DFMP should be readily adaptable to comply with the regulations of the TMDL Action Plans for the 
Big and Noyo River watersheds upon their approval and adoption into the Basin Plan.  
 
Response to Comment #3: 
 
The DFMP provides adaptability for unknown future regulations that are not currently in place.  As 
provided on page 3 of the DFMP Monitoring and adaptive management are key elements of this plan, 
and they affect all of the individual management programs as well as the management plan as a whole.  
While the desired future condition described in this plan creates a diverse forest landscape that is flexible 
and able to respond to many changes, the plan cannot anticipate all of the possible developments in how 
the State Forest can best serve the needs of California’s citizens.  As part of the ongoing planning for 
management of the State Forest, the DFMP will be reviewed periodically in the context of changing 
policies and priorities.  Since the timing of these potential changes cannot be predicted, it is not 
appropriate to institute a fixed schedule of plan reviews.  This means that the forest staff must remain 
familiar with the contents of the plan and alert to external influences that may reduce the plan’s relevance 
and trigger a comprehensive review. 
 
Page 4 (Revisions and Amendments) of the DFMP also provides for revisions and amendments where 
appropriate.  As stated: 
 

“As directed by the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, the Forest Management Plan is 
expected to be revised at least every five years.  It may also be revised whenever the Director 
determines that conditions or demands have changed sufficiently to affect goals or uses for the 
entire Forest.  Under a schedule approved by the Board, the Director prepares and the Board 
approves Forest Management Plan revisions.  The Forest manager will continually review 
conditions of the lands covered by the Plan to assess the need for Plan revisions. 

 
Between revisions, the Plan can be amended to reflect changing conditions.  The State Forest 
Manager can prepare and approve an amendment if the change is not significant; such changes 
can be expected annually to adjust some of the Plan’s details.  If the change is significant, the 
State Forest Manager will prepare the amendment for the Director’s approval and, ultimately, for 
the Board’s approval. 

 
Public notification requirements and adherence to CEQA procedures apply to any significant 
Plan amendments.” 

 
Compliance with all laws is a basic standard of behavior, therefore when TMDL Action Plans are known 
and implemented, operations in JDSF must comply with those Plans.  No changes to the DEIR or JDSF 
Management Plan are required. 
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Comment 4: 
 
Goal #3 in Section II 2.2 on page 28 should include the protection of the beneficial uses of water, and 
where water quality is limited, strive to meet water quality standards while achieving other goals and 
objectives of JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment #4: 
 
See response #1. 
 
Comment 5: 
 
The DEIR indicates that activities undertaken as part of an approved THP are exempted from Waste 
Discharge requirements.  Currently there is a general waiver, not an exemption, which will sunset on 
January 1, 2003.  The DEIR and DFMP should ensure that any changes to the waiver policy for 
silvicultural activities are readily incorporated into the DFMP. 
 
Response to Comment #5: 
 
Pages 50 and 51 of the DEIR will be revised to delete reference to "exemption from Waste Di scharge 
Requirements" and replaced with a statement that timber operations are, at present subject to a general 
waiver from Waste Discharge Requirements, however, any modification to the policy which provides for 
the waiver may affect subsequent Timber Harvesting Plans. 
 
Also, see response #3. 
 
Comment 6: 
 
The chosen alternative should incorporate a primary management approach to protect all beneficial uses 
of water. 
 
Response to Comment #6: 
 
The DFMP (the DEIR’s Preferred Alternative C) is designed to achieve specific goals that comply with the 
statutory direction given to the State Forests by the Legislature.  The Legislature authorized the Board of 
Forestry to develop policies that guide the management of the state forest system.  Board Policy 0351.2 
(page 10, DEIR) states, “The primary purpose of the State forest program is to conduct innovative 
demonstrations, experiments, and education in forest management.  All State forests land uses should 
serve this purpose in some way.”  Additionally, Board Policy states, “Timber production will be the 
primary land use on Jackson, Latour, and Boggs Mountain State Forests.” 
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The DEIR and DFMP analyze and propose management strategies that are designed to achieve the goals 
and objectives of the Legislature and Board of Forestry and Fire Protection predicated on compliance 
with all laws of the State.  There is no need to establish a primary goal of protection of compliance with 
the Basin Plan just as it is not necessary to set a primary goal of compliance with the California 
Endangered Species Act.  Such compliance is mandated and development of the goals and objectives is 
accomplished within that context. 
 
No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 7; 
 
Alternative E would be consistent with the Basin Plan and its provisions for protection of beneficial uses 
of water. 
 
Response to Comment #7: 
 
The DEIR determined Alternative E to be the environmentally superior alternative and recognized 
protection of water quality as a primary management goal.  Alternative C was determined to best comply 
with the Legislative Intent and Board Policies set for management of JDSF.  Protection of water quality is 
recognized under Alternative C.  No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 8: 
 
The DEIR incorrectly states that the Regional Water Quality Control Board has no additional 
requirements beyond those of the County relative to the use of pesticides and toxic substances.  The Basin 
Plan includes water quality objectives related to pesticides, toxicity, and chemical constituents. 
 
Response to Comment #8: 
 
The use of hazardous chemicals and applicable regulations were reviewed in Section 8 of the DEIR (page 
314-328).  The Basin Plan was omitted from Section 8.2.3 (Regulation of Pesticides and other Hazardous 
Materials).  However, it is applicable to CDF operations on JDSF.  The Basin Plan should be listed and 
referenced in Section 8, and included in Appendix 7 (References). 
 
Comment 9: 
 
The Basin Plan also contains an “Action Plan for Control of Discharges of Herbicide Wastes from 
Silvicultural Applications” which would apply to JDSF whenever aerial application of herbicides to forest 
lands are conducted. 
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Response to Comment #9: 
 
Aerial application of herbicides is not proposed on JDSF under the proposed DFMP.  Aerial applications 
in JDSF have not been conducted for at least 25 years (personal correspondence July 22, 2002 Marc 
Jameson and Ross Johnson).  Requirements of the Basin Plan relating to the toxicity and pesticide 
objectives are standards that must be met in the course of using any materials that have the potential of 
violating those standards.  No change of the DEIR or DFMP is necessary. 
 
Comment 10: 
 
The DEIR and DFMP should specifically describe the management measures which shall be used to avoid 
herbicide discharges to surface waters. 
 
Response to Comment #10: 
 
The DFMP proposes a limited use of herbicide applications that will comply with statewide adopted 
regulations and standards and the Basin Plan.  Beyond that, no specific management plan is proposed to 
avoid herbicide discharge to surface waters. 
 
The DEIR identifies existing State and Federal regulatory measures, the purpose of which, in part, is to 
protect downstream water quality.  Please see Section 8.2.3 (Regulation of Pesticides and other Hazardous 
Materials) of the DEIR (p. 320). 
 
Comment 11: 
 
Comments numbered 56, 57, 59, 60, 62, and 68, provided by Department of Fish and Game, as found in 
Appendix 6, page 10, are consistent with the needed protection of water quality and beneficial uses of 
water. 
 
Response to Comment #11: 
 
Comments numbered 56, 57, 59, 60, 62 and 68 included in Appendix 6, page 10 of the DEIR were 
provided to CDF by the Department of Fish and Game in a letter dated September 4, 2001 in response to 
DFG’s review of the JDSF DFMP during the scoping period.  These scoping comments were used in the 
development of the Alternatives analyzed in the DEIR.  Although these comments are considered 
consistent with NCRWQCB's opinion of needed protection of water quality and beneficial uses of water, 
Alternative C with its provisions was determined to best comply with the Legislative intent and Board 
Policies set for management of JDSF.  No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
Comments 12 & 13: 
 
The DEIR and DFMP should address Class III watercourse,-specific concerns for increased surface 
erosion or altered hydrologic effects that may result in channel instability or increased sedimentation.  
The DEIR and DFMP should then provide for increased Class III protection measures such as canopy 
retention standards where needed to avoid or mitigate the project impacts and achieve recovery of 
impaired waterbodies. 
 
Response to Comments #12 & 13 
 
Class III watercourse-specific concerns will be addressed at the project level during THP preparation.  
The DFMP on page 70 describes that "Bank stability will be promoted by retaining vegetation, 
establishing equipment exclusion zones (EEZs) or equipment limitation zones (ELZs) along watercourses, 
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and prohibiting ignition of prescribed fire near watercourses.  Since JDSF is a publicly owned property 
available for research purposes, protection measures assigned to riparian areas are to remain sufficiently 
flexible for conducting research on the adequacy of differing riparian protection measures.”  Also, "Due 
to both the research and demonstration mandate for JDSF and the need for flexibility based on site-
specific requirements, a range of possible riparian prescription measures will be possible.”  No changes to 
the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 14: 
 
Road inventory and road-related sediment reduction will be important components of the proposed 
options in the TMDL Action Plans for Big River and Noyo River watersheds.  A schedule for road repair 
may be a required component of the proposed TMDL Action. 
 
Response to Comment #14: 
 
See responses #2 and #3. 
 
Comment 15: 
 
The Road Management Plan, as described in the DEIR does not clearly articulate the schedule for 
implementing road repairs and road abandonment projects identified in the road inventory. 
 
Response to Comment #15: 
 
Scheduling is one of the six main components of the Road Management Plan presented in the DFMP.  As 
described in the DFMP and DEIR, the Road Management Plan consists of a sequential process that 
involves an inventory and prioritization phase prior to scheduling of specific repairs.  The DFMP states 
that the inventory process will encompass approximately 100 miles of road per year, and will take up to 
five years to complete.  Prioritization of repair sites will be based primarily on the potential to impact 
critical habitat for steelhead and coho salmon, and secondarily on existing rates of sediment delivery to 
sensitive watercourse channels and likely hazards such as high density of riparian roads or stream 
crossings.  The schedule for implementing road repairs and abandonment projects identified in the road 
inventory is not currently known, but will follow certification of the Final EIR by the Director, and 
approval of the JDSF Management Plan by the Board.  It is premature to “clearly articulate” a repair 
schedule, until completion of the inventory phase.  No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan 
are required. 
 
Comment 16: 
 
The DEIR and DFMP should consider an expanded evaluation of skid trail erosion sites as a part of the 
road inventory to ensure that significant discharges of sediment to watercourses are addressed. 
 
Response to Comment #16: 
 
The DEIR identifies on page 300 in the "Rapid Sediment Budget" discussion, that it is estimated that 
approximately 74% of sediment results from road-related surface erosion and road-related landsliding.  
This estimate established the need for the Road Management Plan analyzed in the DEIR and contained in 
the DFMP.  Road sites are the currently identified priority for treatment due to the predominance of 
sediment originating from these sites.  Over time, as implementation occurs and road related sites are 
corrected, it may be identified that skid trail erosion sites would become a focus as a priority for 
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correction.  The DFMP provides for this consideration on page 4.  See response 3 also.  No changes to the 
DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 17: 
 
In general, there should be an exclusion of heavy equipment operations during the winter period unless 
necessary for emergency access. 
 
Response to Comment #17: 
 
The Road Management Plan contains specific criteria intended to minimize road use during wet weather 
periods.  These restrictions apply to truck traffic and other forms of heavy equipment.  Also, Forest 
Practice Rules (FPR) 916.9 requires protection and restoration in watersheds with threatened or impaired 
values and provides for limited use of heavy equipment operations during the winter period.  Finally, the 
DFMP states on p. 76 (item 22, under Hillslopes heading) that winter period operations are to be avoided, 
except for timber falling and erosion control maintenance.  This generally precludes off-road heavy 
equipment operations not restricted by the Road Management Plan.  CDF believes that these criteria 
address the potential impacts of wet weather operations with more precision and effectiveness than the 
suggested approach.   Further, the focus on wet conditions applies the restrictions in parts of the fall and 
spring in addition to the winter.  No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 18: 
 
The criteria used to identify roads for abandonment should include those roads that are actively 
discharging sediment or threaten to discharge sediment into any watercourse, further impairing the 
beneficial uses of water. 
 
Response to Comment #18: 
 
Active or likely sediment discharge from a road to a watercourse would not necessarily require road 
abandonment.  If the road is an essential element of the road system, it may be retained in an improved 
configuration wherein the sediment production potential has been mitigated.  However, of the roads that 
are no longer required, those that exhibit existing or potential sediment discharge will be given the 
highest priority for abandonment. No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 19: 
 
Water Board staff concur with the goals of the Monitoring and Adaptive Management section and the 
high priority given to monitoring hillslope and stream channel conditions. 
 
Response to Comment #19: 
 
This comment concurs with the DFMP and DEIR.  No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are 
required. 
 
Comments 20 & 21: 
 
In some instances, in-stream monitoring parameters other than V* may be useful for monitoring stream 
channel conditions when a monitoring program is properly designed to document the effects of specific 
management activities on water quality. 
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Response to Comments #20 & 21: 
 
Stream channel condition monitoring described in the DEIR on page 115 was taken from the Plan on page 
103.  On page 103 of the Plan it is described that, "Methods will also be consistent with the current survey 
methods for woody debris and channel conditions….”  As the Plan provides for adaptive management, 
should it be determined by CDF that V-star (V*) should be included as a parameter for stream channel 
monitoring in addition to the stated parameters to be consistent with current survey methods, the Plan 
can be revised as described on page 4 of the Plan.  A discussion of the V* index is provided on page 108 of 
the DEIR.  No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 22: 
 
Water Board staff concur with the continued collection of stream temperature data for Big River which is 
currently proposed to be listed on the Watch List for temperature impairment under the Clean Water Act 
Section 303(d) List of Impaired Waterbodies. 
 
Response to Comment #22: 
 
See response #19. 
 
Comment 23: 
 
As the Road Management Plan does not specify a schedule for the implementation of road repairs and 
road abandonment projects, there is no expectation that erosion from roads will decrease in such a way as 
to have a less than significant impact on the beneficial uses of water. 
 
Response to Comment #23: 
 
See response #15. 
 
Comment 24: 
 
As the TMDL Action Plans for the Big River and Noyo River watersheds are likely to specify a schedule 
for road repair and reduction of sediment discharges, the DFMP should be adaptable so as to incorporate 
the provisions of the Action Plans upon their final approval. 
 
Response to Comment #24: 
 
At this time, the TMDL Action Plans for Big River and Noyo River are unknown, and discussion of a 
schedule for implementation of their provisions is speculative.  Also, see response #3 regarding 
adaptability.  No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 25: 
 
The reduction of sedimentation and erosion in the DEIR and DFMP should consider the Big River and 
Noyo River Sediment TMDLs established by the USEPA which lay out the major sediment sources and 
specify sediment load allocations to each source, including natural and management related sources of 
landslides, surface erosion, and stream bank erosion. 
 
Response to Comment #25: 
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The DEIR does consider the Big River and Noyo River sediment TMDLs established by the USEPA.  In 
the Hydrology and Water Quality section on page 368 of the DEIR, is a discussion of the TMDLs 
established for Big River and Noyo River related to sediment.  This is followed on page 372 with a 
discussion of the regulatory Framework where it is described "Actions resulting from the Forest 
Management Plan may be subject to the Federal Clean Water Act.” 
 
Proposed JDSF Management Measures beginning on page 373 discuss measures in the Plan to achieve 
water quality goals including reduced sediment input.  Thresholds of significance, beginning on page 374 
in the DEIR include the following threshold: 
 

"An impact of the proposed project would be considered significant to water quality if it results 
in…(a violation of) any water quality standards.” 

 
This would include the sediment TMDLs established by the USEPA. 
 
No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 26: 
 
Water Board staff concur with the goal of the DFMP to mitigate and maintain slope stability during forest 
management activities that will prevent damage to aquatic habitat and control sedimentation. 
 
Response to Comment #26: 
 
Concurrence of RWQCB noted. 
 
Comment 27: 
 
The priority for slope stability projects also should be given to those anthropogenic sediment sources 
which pose the greatest threat to water quality, regardless of the connection of the sediment sources to a 
THP or other management related activity. 
 
Response to Comment #27: 
 
Based on data generated in studies within JDSF and other forested environments, the primary source of 
“anthropogenic sediment” is roads.  As road-related sediment sources are addressed in the Road 
Management Plan, it appears the DFMP adequately addresses the majority of potential anthropogenic 
sources.  Further, as one of the stated Forest Management Goals (p. 5 of DFMP, #3) is to “promote and 
maintain the health, sustainability, ecological processes, and biological diversity of the forest and 
watersheds,” it is incumbent upon the JDSF forest managers to address and mitigate significant sediment 
sources “regardless of the connection…to a THP or other management related activity.”  No changes to 
the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
Comment 28: 
 
While road related erosion requires the largest reductions, the DEIR and DFMP should recognize 
reductions in the delivery of sediment from all sources are important for the protection of the beneficial 
uses of water. 
 
Response to Comment #28: 
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The DEIR and DFMP do recognize that reductions in sediment delivery from all sources is important for 
the protection of the beneficial uses of water, and not just from road related sources.  On page 374, the 
DEIR contains the following: 
 

“In the effort to achieve the hydrologic water quality goals, the DFMP incorporates measures 
addressing the following issues: 

 
• Special Concern Areas (Appendix III of the DFMP), which includes watercourse and inner 

gorge protections. 
• Road Management Plan (Appendix VI of the DFMP). 
• Silviculture Allocation Plan (Chapter 3, DFMP pages 48-51). 
• Hillslope Management to Provide for Slope Stability (Chapter 3 DFMP page 71).  

 

• These measures (detailed in the geology and forestry sections) effect hydrology and water quality by 
working to reduce sediment, turbidity, and peak flow issues related to timber management.” 

 
Also, see response #16 which provides discussion on the priority of sediment reduction from road related 
sources. 
 
No changes to the DEIR or JDSF Management Plan are required. 
 
Comment 29: 
 
DEIR Section VII 10.4, Regulatory Framework, pp. 372-373, does not recognize the beneficial uses 
identified in the Basin Plan for Big River and Noyo River. 
 
Response to Comment #29: 
 
This section discusses the general regulatory framework in place, not necessarily the individual beneficial 
uses identified in the Basin Plan.  Page 373 contains discussion of the water quality objectives from 
Section 3 of the Basin Plan that protect the identified beneficial uses.  No changes to the DEIR or JDSF 
Management Plan are required. 
 
 If you have any questions, please contact Chris Rowney, Resource Management at (916) 653-9420 or 
e-mail at chris.rowney@fire.ca.gov. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
      Ross Johnson 
      Deputy Director 
      Resource Management 
Attachment 
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State Department of Parks and Recreation, Mendocino District 
Letter GP-129 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA    THE RESOURCES AGENCY  GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 
Website: www.fire.ca.gov  
(916) 653-7772             R1 
 
 

September 10, 2002 
 
Greg Picard 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Mendocino District 
P.O. Box 440 
Mendocino, CA  95460 
 
RE: Responses to Department of Parks and Recreation Comments on Draft EIR to the Jackson 

Demonstration State Forest Draft Management Plan (SCH #2000032002) (Reference:  GP-
129) 

 
Dear Mr. Picard: 
 

Thank you for your comments on the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Our responses follow below.  Please note that the 
“Response numbers” correspond with the comment numbers as assigned in Exhibit Letter #129, 
a copy of which is attached. 
 
Comments 1, 2, & 3: 
 
The Draft Forest Management Plan is non-specific in many areas, deferring may management 
actions or decisions until an individual Timber Harvest Plan (THP) is developed, causing 
difficulty to evaluate the significance of impacts as proposed.  Mitigation described in the DEIR 
does not provide enough specific information to assess potential visual impacts from even-aged 
management in JDSF.  State Parks recommends that the DEIR provide greater detail and show 
more impact analysis. 
 
Response to Comments #1, 2, & 3: 
 
The JDSF Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is a Program DEIR.  A Program DEIR is 
intended to analyze the broad impacts of an action that will receive additional environmental 
review as specific projects are carried out.  In the case of the JDSF DFMP, further CEQA 
equivalent review will occur on specific timber harvest projects. 
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The DFMP is a general management plan for JDSF and was analyzed as such in the 
DEIR.  Although there are many specific policies within the DFMP, it allows for a high degree 
of adaptive management.  Specific adaptive management procedures will receive CEQA 
equivalent environmental review under the THP process. 
 
Comments 4, 5, & 6: 
 
Less than 10% of the total acreage of JDSF is designated for research areas, State Parks 
recommends that at least the majority of JDSF be utilized for research purposes. Research 
should include control (“no harvest”) areas, Mendocino Woodlands and areas in the drier 
eastern part of JDSF would be appropriate areas for such a control.  Lacking a formal process 
and funding designated for research, there is no assurance that the work will be carried out. 
 
Response to Comments #4, 5, & 6: 
 
The areas designated for research on JDSF (Figure M in the DEIR) are not the only areas utilized 
for research projects.  A section of the DFMP beginning on page 87 provides an in-depth 
description of current research and demonstration projects as well as the planning for future 
research and demonstrations.  As evidenced in the list of current projects, the research focus 
goes well beyond and is not limited to demonstrations of forest economics.  Funding for the 
research and demonstration projects are funded by the net receipts from timber harvests on 
JDSF and represent a significant reinvestment into the Forest (JDSF DFMP, page 26).  Also, as 
described in the DFMP on page 91, beginning in fiscal year 2000, funds have been allocated 
from the Forest Resource Improvement Fund (FRIF) to support expanded research within the 
State Forest system through a competitive grants program.  The process for identification of 
research needs, prioritization, funding allocation, and project implementation is also described 
on pages 91-92 of the DFMP.  No changes to the DEIR or DFMP are required. 
 
Comment 7: 
 
The MOU addressing the Mendocino Woodlands State Park and Outdoor Center should be 
included as part of the Appendix in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment #7: 
 
The following reference should be added to Appendix 7 of Volume 2 of the DEIR: 
 

“CDF-Mendocino Woodlands State Park and Outdoor Center 
Memorandum of Understanding, October 2000.” 

 
The MOU will be made available to the public by CDF if it is not currently available. 
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Comment 8: 
 
The DEIR should address the impacts of illegal activities in JDSF and how these will be 
prevented or mitigated.  Should also include a copy of the MOU between CDF and State Parks 
that addresses the Jughandle Reserve area. 
  
Response to Comment #8: 
 
The DEIR addresses environmental impacts related to the DFMP.  Illegal dumping, while a 
nuisance that would be nice to curtail, is largely beyond the control of CDF and the DFMP. The 
following reference should be added to Appendix 7 of Volume 2 of the DEIR: 
 

“Department of Parks and Recreation, Northern Region, and the 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Memorandum of 
Understanding: Administration of “Pygmy Forest” Lands, Region 
1, December 1986.” 

 
The MOU will be made available to the public by CDF if it is not currently available. 
 
Comments 9, 10, & 11: 
 
Statements in the DEIR regarding the status of marbled murrelets at Russian Gulch State park 
as unconfirmed or uncertain are incorrect.  Surveys for the past five years have confirmed the 
presence of marbled murrelets in the upper Russian Gulch watershed.  The southeast corner of 
Mendocino Woodlands State Park is also a notable area for murrelet habitat.  The DEIR should 
be corrected regarding these sites and should discuss the impact of proposed management of 
JDSF on cumulative loss of marble murrelet habitat throughout Mendocino County. 
 
Response to Comments #9, 10 & 11: 
 
The results of the CNDDB query completed in preparation of this document (See page 225 of 
the DEIR) did not indicate that murrelets occur in the vicinity of Russian Gulch State Park.  
However, based on the information provided in this comment and in discussion with Rene 
Pasquinelli of the Park, the language of the first paragraph on page 248 of the DEIR should be 
changed to read as follows: 

 
“There have been numerous inland detections near JDSF.  The 
first detection was in Russian Gulch State Park in 1976 (Paton and 
Ralph 1988), and the second detection was apparently 1km 
(0.6mi.) east of the town of Mendocino in 1988 (F. Sharpe, personal 
communication, as cited in Paton and Ralph 1988). 
 
According to Rene Pasquinelli (personal communication), surveys 
completed annually over the last five years within Russian Gulch 
State Park have detected numerous murrelets flying up the 
Russian Gulch drainage, including “occupied behavior” type 
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observations.  Although no nest trees have been identified, this 
information suggests that murrelets are nesting in the Park.  
Although no murrelet detections on JDSF have been confirmed, 
surveys have not been completed on JDSF adjacent to Russian 
Gulch State Park.” 

 
A sentence should also be added to the end of the second paragraph on page 248 of the DEIR to 
read as follows: 
 

“However, potential murrelet habitat was identified by Ken 
Hoffman (USFWS) on former G-P lands in the vicinity of the 
Mendocino Woodlands Recreation Area (R. Pasquinelli, Personal 
Communication).” 

 
Please refer to the discussion on pages 246-247 of the DEIR regarding the decline of murrelets 
and their habitat. 
 
As described and defined in the DFMP, all old-growth groves will be preserved, and individual 
old-growth trees will be retained except when they pose a safety hazard or lie in a road 
alignment that cannot be safely re-routed.  Additionally, surveys of potential habitat will be 
completed for proposed projects so no occupied stands will be harvested.  Thus, the harvest of 
old-growth habitat on JDSF is expected to be minimal.  This coupled with the fact that not all 
old-growth trees on JDSF are considered suitable murrelet habitat, the cumulative loss of 
murrelet habitat as a result of the proposed management of JDSF is expected to be minimal to 
non-existent.  Additional evaluation will be completed on a project basis. 
 
Appendix 7 of Volume 2 of the DEIR should include the following personal communication 
reference: 
 

“Rene Pasquinelli, Senior State Park Ecologist, California State 
Parks, Personal Communication, July 9, 2002.” 

 
Comments 12, 13, 14, 15, & 16: 
 
There should be an analysis justifying the exclusive use of Class I and II stream riparian zones 
and the Mendocino Woodlands Special Treatment Area for late seral stand recruitment and 
analysis to determine if these areas are enough to sustain functioning old-growth ecosystems 
within JDSF.  There is not enough information to substantiate the “less than significant” 
determination regarding the maintenance of late successional habitat. 
 
Response to Comments #12, 13, 14, 15, & 16 
 
Page 172 of the DEIR which contains language for late seral stand recruitment, describes that 
recruitment areas will include areas in Class I and II stream riparian zones, the Woodlands 
Special Treatment Area, and 780 acres adjacent to three old-growth groves to promote 
development of late seral stand conditions to buffer and enhance the value of these areas for 



Section III 
Agency Responses 

 

 

wildlife.  Additional discussion on old-growth stands and recruitment areas is in the JDSF 
Management Plan on pages 59-61.  The plan provides discussion regarding habitat 
fragmentation and connectivity on pages 41-44. 
 
The DEIR page 264 discusses the present old-growth stand acreage of 459 and the Plan's 
proposed action of increasing the late seral acreage to approximately 11,190.  Although the 
actual acreage of late-success ional stands that may be harvested as proposed in the plan is 
unknown, the total acreage on JDSF will increase substantially with retention and recruitment 
in the areas previously discussed.  Analysis of this proposed retention and recruitment action of 
20% of JDSF to late seral stands, and retention of late seral stand components (snags, down 
wood, hardwoods) in harvest areas provided the determination that the proposed action would 
result in less than significant impacts on late successional habitats and associated species. 
 
Alternative E is determined to be the environmentally superior alternative as stated in the DEIR 
on page 77, and State Parks prefers this alternative over the preferred Alternative C. However, 
Alternative C (management consistent with the draft management plan) provides a balance 
toward resource protection and use of JDSF that is closer to the legislative mandate, and 
provides for less than significant impacts. 
 
No changes to the DEIR or DFMP are required. 
 
Comments 17, 18, 19, & 20: 
 
The no harvest alternative for the Mendocino Woodlands STA should be considered in the 
DEIR.  Language should be included regarding CDF’s previously stated position that transfer of 
the property to Parks would be considered under certain conditions such as land swap or 
purchase.  The DEIR should include an alternative for no harvest in the Woodlands area.  
Because there is a pending nomination before the federal Landmark Committee to include the 
Woodlands State Park as a National Historic Landmark, the DEIR needs to address the pending 
historic status of the Woodlands STA. 
 
Response to Comments #17, 18, 19, & 20 
 
The Mendocino Woodlands STA is part of a larger parcel of land that was deeded to the State of 
California by the Federal Government in 1947 and placed under the administration of the 
Division of Forestry and made part of Jackson Demonstration State Forest.  The area has been 
managed continuously by the Department in compliance with the original deed restrictions for 
over 50 years. 
 
There have been some informal discussions between CDF and DPR personnel regarding the 
administration of the STA in recent years, but no plans of have been made to transfer the STA to 
DPR.  While the issue of agency administration of the STA and the potential for “trades” or 
other action have been discussed in general, the discussions have been preliminary and no 
plans have been formulated or discussed in detail. 
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The Railroad Gulch Silvicultural Study was initiated in the early 1980s to serve as a 
demonstration of selective stand management for the small non-industrial timberland owner.  
At the time of initiation, it was anticipated that the stand would be harvested selectively on a 
periodic basis.  There is no requirement that each individual forest demonstration be justified as 
requested by DPR.  When a timber operation is anticipated for the area, a cumulative impacts 
assessment will be completed and a timber harvest plan will be filed and reviewed.  In addition, 
CDF will consult with DPR, as specified in the legislation that established the STA in 1976. 
 
To continue to study the area, but not to harvest timber, as suggested by DPR, would 
completely alter the current and original intent of the study, that of a demonstration of forest 
management for the non-industrial timberland owner. 
 
An application to designate the STA as a National Historic Landmark was submitted by a local 
citizen.  CDF personnel, including a professional archaeologist, evaluated the application and 
found significant errors and mis-statements, ultimately concluding that the area did not qualify 
as a National Historic Landmark.  The State Historic Preservation Officer also evaluated the 
application, including a visit to the STA, and determined that designation of the STA as a 
National Historic Landmark was not warranted at the time, due in part to a significant lack of 
information and potential errors in the application. In a letter to the federal Landmark 
Committee, CDF explained why the area did not qualify, and CDF objected to the nomination.  
The Landmark Committee convened to consider the nomination, and after reviewing both the 
nomination, available information supplied to the committee, and the CDF response to the 
nomination, did not designate the STA as a National Historic Landmark. 
 
CDF is in full compliance with PRC 5024 for known structures, facilities, and other resources 
managed by the Department.  Additionally, a full archaeological survey must be performed for 
each area proposed for harvest under the Forest Practices Act.  When field preparation for the 
next harvest within the Railroad Gulch Silvicultural Study area is initiated, a survey will be 
conducted and any resources identified will be protected as prescribed by law and the 
provisions of the DFMP. 
 
Comment 21: 
 
There is an inconsistency regarding the Jughandle Reserve.  Page 155 of the DEIR states the area 
will be a non-harvest Special Concern Area (SCA) while page 184 states there will be no 
harvesting in the Pygmy forest portion and limited silviculture in the remainder. 
 
Response to Comment #21: 
 
The area within the Jughandle Reserve outside the pygmy forest type will receive limited 
silviculture.  It is presently unknown where and how much harvesting in the Jughandle Reserve 
will occur in these areas.  Clarification to page 155 in the DEIR has been provided. 
 
Comment 22: 
 



Section III 
Agency Responses 

 

 

The DFMP and DEIR should incorporate the findings of the report on sediment analysis and 
erosion prevention plan for the Russian Gulch watershed by Louisa Morris and Teri Jo Barber, 
and discuss when and how such corrective measures can be accomplished. 
 
Response to Comment #22: 
 
Erosion corrective measures on JDSF are contained in the Road Management Plan (Appendix 
VI, pages 176-189) of the DFMP and discussed in the DEIR, page 374.  The Road Management 
Plan contains provisions for analyzing sediment delivery to watercourses and provides a 
methodology to prevent erosion.  No changes to the DEIR or DFMP are required. 
 
Comment 23: 
 
The table on pages 80 and 81 for cross-referencing various types of potential impacts does not 
include recreation cross-referencing with any of the biological or physical resources.  This 
interaction should be considered in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment #23: 
 
The DEIR’s Table 7 is intended as a general cross-referencing tool for topics that have the 
highest degree of overlap and need for cross-referencing.  Certain impact topics may be 
considered more or less related, depending upon reader perspective and expertise.  The table 
will direct general “lay” readers to the cross-referenced topics with the most overlap.  Each 
DEIR resource specific section covers overlapping resource analysis.  Section VII. 14.  Recreation 
presents a detailed analysis of current and proposed recreational use of JDSF. 
 
 If you have any questions, please contact Chris Rowney, Resource Management at (916) 653-
9420 or e-mail at chris.rowney@fire.ca.gov. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Ross Johnson 
      Deputy Director 
      Resource Management 
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State Department of Transportation Letter JPB-131 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA    THE RESOURCES AGENCY   GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 
Website: www.fire.ca.gov  
(916) 653-7772             R1 
 
 
     September 10, 2002 
 
Rex Jackson 
California Department of Transportation 
District 1 
P.O. Box 3700 
Eureka, CA  95502-3700 
 
RE: Responses to Department of Transportation Comments on Draft EIR to the Jackson 
Demonstration State Forest Draft Management Plan (SCH #2000032002) - Reference:  JPB-131 
 
 
Dear Mr. Jackson: 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Our responses follow below.  Please note that the 
“response numbers” correspond with the comment numbers as assigned in Exhibit Letter #131, 
a copy of which is attached. 
 
Response to Comments #1 & 2 
 
The information provided should be included in the Final DEIR, but impact analysis for 
transportation and traffic remains the same.  The following paragraphs provided by CalTrans 
District 1 will be incorporated into the Final DEIR Transportation and Traffic Section: 

 
Caltrans’ Route Concept Report (RCR) for Highway 20 is a 
planning tool that is similar to Mendocino County’s Level of 
Service Standard for Highway 20.  The most recent 20-year RCR 
for Highway 20 was completed in 1989 and identifies the portion 
of Highway 20 from Fort Bragg to Willits as a rural minor arterial, 
two-lane conventional highway on the existing alignment.  Future 
improvement plans include additional shoulders and passing 
lanes, or turnouts at appropriate locations. 
 
Caltrans District 1 System Planning is currently working on 
updating the Route 20 RCR to include a “Non-Motorized Facilities 
Strategy.”  This includes and describes non-motorized traffic and 
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promotes interagency coordination between Caltrans, Mendocino 
County, and Lake County to identify non-motorized facility 
deficiencies. 

 
2. Response to Comment #3: 
 
The Mendocino Department of Transportation has plans for a bikeway improvement project 
that may have impacts on Highway 20 and road 408.  Caltrans provided the following 
paragraph that will be incorporated into the Final DEIR to amend DEIR Section 15.1.3, 
Bikeways and Other Improvements (p. 420): 
 

This project will be consistent with Caltrans 20-year Route 20 
Concept Report for existing highway facility and future Caltrans 
projects planned for Highway 20.  Any work conducted within 
the State right of way will require an Encroachment Permit from 
Caltrans.  Upon initiation of the project, the County will work 
closely with the Caltrans System Planner. 

 
No change in impact analysis is necessary. 
 
3. Response to Comments #4 to 8: 
 
The list of potential Caltrans projects located within the vicinity of JDSF (DEIR Section 15.1.3, 
page 420) should be expanded to read as follows: 
 

a. An approved Project Study Report (PSR) for a safety improvement project (EA 01-
29200) has listed five alternatives for a section of Highway 20 located west of JDSF.  
After an appropriate alternative is determined and the environmental 
documentation is completed, construction may begin in the June 2007 fiscal year. 

 
b. A safety realignment project (EA 01-41180k) located along Highway 20 between post 

miles 26.2 and 26.8 has been proposed.  This project would be located within the 
JDSF boundary.  District 1 anticipates the release of a PSR in the fiscal year February 
2003.  If feasible alternatives are identified within the PSR, construction could begin 
the August 2009 fiscal year. 

 
c. A passing lane project has been proposed along Highway 20 within the JDSF 

boundary (post mile 6.4 to 7.1 eastbound and 13.0 to 13.6 westbound). 
 

d. Culvert replacements are planned at various locations in Mendocino County on State 
Route 20.  Possible construction could occur in the summer of 2004. 

 
e. An Electronic Changeable Message Sign is planned for construction at post mile 0.3 

on Highway 20. 
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Changes will be incorporated in an addendum to be prepared for the Final DEIR. 
 
 If you have any questions, please contact Chris Rowney, Resource Management at (916) 653-
9420 or e-mail at chris.rowney@fire.ca.gov. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Ross Johnson 
      Deputy Director 
      Resource Management 
 
Attachment 
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State Department of Conservation Letter TB-249 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA    THE RESOURCES AGENCY  GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 
Website: www.fire.ca.gov  
(916) 653-7772             R1 
 
 
      September 10, 2002 
 
Bill Short 
Department of Conservation 
California Geological Survey 
1027 10th Street, 4th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE: Responses to California Geological Survey Comments on Draft EIR to the Jackson 
Demonstration State Forest Draft Management Plan (SCH #2000032002) - Reference:  TB-245 
 
Dear Mr. Short: 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Our response follows below.  Please note that the 
comment responded to is highlighted in Exhibit Letter #245, a copy of which is attached. 
 
Response to Comment: 
 
Because the CGS map of “Relative Landslide Potential” for JDSF was completed after 
completion of the DFMP, the data in the CGS map set has not yet been incorporated.  Currently, 
the “Special Concern Areas” identified in the DFMP reflects “shallow landslide potential areas” 
based on a computer model.  The Department accepts the CGS proposal to utilize the recently 
CGS completed landslide potential maps as the basis for definition of “Special Concern Areas.”  
However, the substitution will not take place until after completion of the environmental 
review.  This is acceptable, as the important point is merely recognition that the best, most 
recent data will be utilized once implementation of the FMP begins.  The CGS comment 
suggests that copies of the landslide potential maps be included as a reference, but that appears 
infeasible due to the size of the maps and the limited utility at this time.  The Department 
recognizes that geologic “Special Concern Areas” exist, and that they will be mitigated, even if 
the current maps showing the specific areas in the DFMP are subject to change.  Interested 
parties may view the recently completed CGS maps by contacting CGS at their Sacramento 
office. 
 
No change in the DEIR or DFMP is required. 
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 If you have any questions, please contact Chris Rowney, Resource Management at (916) 653-
9420 or e-mail at chris.rowney@fire.ca.gov. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Ross Johnson 
      Deputy Director 
      Resource Management 
 
Attachment 
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National Marine Fisheries Service Letter PR-130 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA--THE RESOURCES AGENCY  GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

   
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION                                                          
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 
Website: www.fire.ca.gov  
(916) 653-7772             R1 
 
 

September 19, 2002 
 
RE.  Letter PR 320 National Marine Fisheries Service 
 
Response to Comment 320.1 
 The Forest Practice Rules have been improving each year and are providing a higher degree of 
protection for the resources than was provided previously.  CDF recognizes that there are 
differences of opinion about the adequacy of the standards in the Rules.  However, these 
standards are minimums.  The Rules also require a separate CEQA analysis of each Timber 
Harvesting Plan including review and suggestions by other agencies such as NMFS and the 
California Department of Fish and Game.  The consultation produces additional, individually 
site-specific mitigation.  CDF believes that this combination of tough minimum standards plus 
review of each plan with additional mitigation as necessary provides a system that produces 
adequate protection. 
 
Response to Comments 320.2-6 
Class I and II WLPZs will maintain a minimum of 240ft² per acre of conifer basal area.  JDSF 
will maintain appropriate forest composition by following all applicable Forest Practice Rules 
such as 916.5 that states the stand configuration will contain the diversity of species similar to 
that found prior to operations.  Stand structure will be maintained by the minimum overstory 
retention standards of 85% and 70% in the inner and outer WLPZ bands respectively.  In 
addition, structure and function will be maintained by use of no-cut zones that vary from 25-150 
feet wide on Class I watercourses and 25-100 feet wide on Class II watercourses.  The LWD 
mitigation on Class I watercourses is designed to return stands adjacent to streams not meeting 
wood loading target levels to proper function by using thin-from-below silviculture (retains 
codominant, dominant, and predominant trees) or no-cut zones.  The thin-from-below 
silviculture will be used to promote the development of large trees in relatively dense, small 
diameter stands to encourage LWD delivery to streams at a faster rate than if left alone.  This 
should help support and improve anadromous habitat in Class I stream deficient in LWD.  The 
high overstory canopy retention proposed in the DFMP will likely lower water temperatures 
below those that were achieved under the formerly utilized Forest Practice Rule standards that 
required 50% overstory retention without any no-cut zones. 
 
Response to Comments 320.7 
 JDSF is required by the Forest Practice Rules to use the stream classification system currently 
established for state and private lands in California. 
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Response to Comment 320.8 
Ligon et al. (1999) stated, 
 

A watercourse is composed of an active channel and a floodplain, 
although the floodplain may be subtle.  For example, dense rows 
of white alders lining the streambank are rooted well below 
bankfull stage.  The floodplain may extend only 10 horizontal feet 
behind the alders, along channels with 1.5-3.0% channel gradients.  
On less steep and less confined channels, the floodplain often 
extends between valley walls with unequivocal evidence of 
recently abandoned side-channels among dense stands of white 
and red alders. 

 
Rosgen (1996) stated, 
 

…the low terrace, by definition, is an abandoned floodplain.  The 
flows necessary to over-top the low terrace bank must be 
associated with a flood of large magnitude, much larger than the 
actual bankfull discharge.  A low terrace feature is often mistaken 
for a floodplain by field observers.  

 
In the steeper 1.5-3.0% channels, the floodplain at the 20-year return interval is entirely 
contained inside the watercourse transition line as defined by the FPR.  The 20-year return 
interval elevation corresponds to an elevation equivalent to twice the maximum depth of the 
adjacent riffle at bankfull stage.  
 
The mainstem channels of lower Big, North Fork Big, Little North Fork Big, and South Fork 
Noyo Rivers, and lower Caspar and Hare Creeks are incised in floodplains and have valley fill 
deposits. Valley bottoms of 3rd and 4th order basins here are typically about 330 to 660 ft wide 
and contain floodplains that have well sorted, rounded, and stratified sediment. It is likely that 
some of the broad valley fills were deposited upstream of large ancient landslide dams. The 
terraces occupying these broad valleys are typically about 10 to 33 feet above the channel bed 
and are often characterized by a bedrock strath at their base. The floors of these valleys contain 
multiple river terraces, which indicates separate episodes of channel incision; the majority of 
these events appear to have occurred before logging commenced in the late 1800s. Generally, 
these JDSF channels are entrenched with little or no ability to meander. 
  
Dunne and Leopold (1978) define floodplain as the flat area adjoining a river channel 
constructed by the river in the present climate and overflowed at times of high discharge. A 
floodplain under construction (or an active floodplain) is flooded frequently and at a relatively 
consistent recurrence interval of 1.5 years in the annual flood series. Using this definition, it is 
likely that most of JDSF’s floodplains with valley fills are not “active,” but rather low terraces. 
Flows necessary to over-top low terraces must be associated with a flood of large magnitude-- 
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larger than the actual bankfull discharge. WLPZ width prescriptions in these valley fill areas 
with incised channels will be modified, where appropriate, to provide adequate floodplain 
protection.  
 
Response to Comment 320.9 
Please refer to general response #9 regarding cumulative effects assessment. 
 
Response to Comment 320.10 
Research conducted on JDSF contributed to the development of prescriptions in many ways.  
Surveys conducted by CDFG, Napolitano (1998), and others that showed many of the 
watercourses were deficient in LWD helped determine the riparian retention standards to 
increase wood loading.  Water temperature monitoring conducted over the past several years 
helped determine overstory canopy retention standards.  Spawning gravel embeddedness, V* 
estimates, and sediment bulk samples pointed out the need to reduce sediment delivery to 
streams and influenced the decision to generally restrict tractor yarding to slopes less than 35 to 
40%, whereas the Forest Practice Rules allow ground-based skidding on slopes up to 65%.  The 
work conducted by Cafferata and Spittler (1998) identified shallow landsliding problems 
associated with roads, which influenced the design of the road management plan.  
Identification of timber types, stand inventories, and growth and yield modeling had a major 
influence on determination of the allowable harvest and preferred silvicultural prescriptions.  
Continued research results will assist in the adaptive management philosophy incorporated 
into the Management Plan. 
   
Response to Comments 320.11-14 
NMFS will have the opportunity to review and comment on all THPs that are generated on 
JDSF.   The possibility of undertaking the Section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental take permit process may 
be considered by CDF in the future. 
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Section IV 

Individual Responses and Letters 
 
This section presents responses to individual public comment letters.  Responses immediately 
follow each letter and are organized in the same order as the comments in each letter.  Several 
of the letters included attachments.  Attachments were not included herein if our response did 
not directly reference the attachment.   
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Letter PS-2  
 
Response to Comment 2.1 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The DFMP provides for a sustained yield harvest level 
between 31-33 MMBF annually through the life of the plan that is below the modeled estimate 
of 39 MMBF annual growth from the Option "A" described on page 48 of the Plan.  No changes 
to the DEIR or DFMP are required. 
 
Response to Comment 2.2 
Special Concern Areas involving unique habitats for native plants and animals on JDSF are 
recognized in the Plan and described on pages 7-8 and in greater detail on pages 141-142.  These 
areas involve limited silviculture or no harvesting to protect identified sensitive resources.  
These areas will provide suitable protection and possible recovery for native plants and 
animals. An alternative that would provide for the recovery of sensitive species was considered, 
but not in detail, in the DEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 2.3 
Please refer to General Response 4.  Retention of old-growth stands and individual old-growth 
trees is provided for in the Plan as described on pages 59 and 60.  Protection of old-growth trees 
is a goal except where public safety is an issue, or retention would result in the potential for 
greater long-term environmental damage, including but not limited to issues related to road 
and landing siting, soil instability, damage to aquatic resources, or cable yarding requirements.   
 
Response to Comment 2.4 
Please refer to General Response 1.  Also, the protection of all second growth trees was 
considered in Alternative “A.”   
 
Response to Comment 2.5 
Adequate streamside buffer widths are provided as described on page 70 partially based on the 
BOF July 2000 Threatened and Impaired Watersheds rule package.  Additional increase of 
streamside buffers is unwarranted.   
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Letter MD-12 
 
Response to Comment 12.1, 12.2, 12.3, and 12.4  
Please refer to Response PS-2.2. 
 
Response to Comment 12.5 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 8. 
 
Response to Comment 12.6  
Please refer to Response MW-45.4 
 
Response to Comment 12.7 
Specific increases in the number of campsites are beyond the scope of this Program EIR. 
Please refer to the Recreation Section of the DEIR for general analysis of the DFMP proposed 
management of recreation areas. 
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Letter EP-14 
 
Response to Comment 14.1  
The DFMP provides for areas of late seral characteristics development and is analyzed in the 
Biological Resource Section of the DEIR. Please refer to General Response 1 and Response 247. 
 
Response to Comment 14.2  
Please refer to Response PS-2.3. 
 
Response to Comment 14.3 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter NG-16 
 
Response to Comment 16.1 
Commenter is adjacent landowner who would like to be listed, presumably in JDSF records, in 
order to receive timely notices regarding actions on the forest.  Comment does not address 
significant environmental effects of the project.   
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Letter PL-17 
 
Response to Comment 17.1 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comments 17.2 and 17.3 
Please refer to Response PS-2.1. 
 
Response to Comments 17.4-17.7  
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2. 
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Letter WS-26 
 
Response to Comment 26.1  
The DFMP proposes a harvest level that is somewhat higher than historic average harvest 
levels.  The review of the DFMP proposed harvest level in the DEIR indicated that a sustainable 
harvest level is proposed.  
 
Response to Comment 26.2 and 26.3 
Budget issues are beyond the scope of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 26.4 and 26.5 
This type of activity is addressed in the DFMP, but is beyond the scope of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 26.6 
Commenter states that zero risk to the environment is not possible without “doing away with all 
of us.”  The CEQA environmental review does not necessarily guarantee the elimination of risk; 
rather it is intended to minimize or mitigate those environmental effects determined through 
analysis to be significant.  No significant unmitigable effects are expected to result from JDSF 
management under the DFMP. 
 
Social conditions were considered during the development of the DFMP.  The DEIR focuses on 
the environmental impacts of the DFMP as required by CEQA.  Social effects are not considered 
environmental effects under CEQA.    
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Letter NB-33 
 
Response to Comment 33.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 33.2 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The DFMP does not establish a formal mechanism to 
coordinate with the Committee to Restore Jackson Redwood Forest.  Input in the form of 
comments regarding future CEQA review for individual projects will continue to be received by 
CDF.  The State Forest Advisory Committee may provide an additional means of input for 
concerned citizens and/or organizations (DFMP, p. 91).  The Committee provides overview and 
assists in the identification and prioritization of research and demonstration projects.  The 
Committee is appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the Director of CDF and provides a 
source of council on specific issues brought to the Committee by the Director or staff on behalf 
of the Director.  The Committee represents the entire State Forest system, with individual 
members of the Committee representing specific State Forests.   
 
Response to Comment 33.4 
Please refer to General Response 1.  Comment is general support for Recreation goals of DFMP.   
 
Response to Comment 33.5 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The DFMP does not specifically include plans for 
supporting and encouraging volunteer trail and campground maintenance or construction.  
Analysis of trails and campgrounds is in the DEIR Section VII. 14. Recreation, beginning on 
page 399.   
 
Response to Comment 33.6 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The DFMP states intent to publish the JDSF newsletter on a 
biannual basis, but does not include the newsletter as a general management goal.   
 
Goal #6 Information and Planning in the DEIR on page 29 was taken from the DFMP page 144. 
As stated on page 26,  
 

…Board Policy 0351.3 (et al.) sets forth goals and objectives for 
demonstration forests consistent with legislative purposes. 
Appendix II of the JDSF Management Plan provides specific 
project goals and objectives consistent with Board policy. The 
goals and objectives for the DFMP are synonymous with the 
project goals and objectives for this EIR.  
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Response to Comments 33.7 and 33.8 
Please refer to General Response 1.  DFMP page 107, states Recreation Resource Goals, 
including vandalism reduction.  The DFMP does not include a specific requirement for trail or 
camp area signs for posting area rules.   
 
Response to Comment 33.9 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The DFMP (page 97; p 10 of DEIR) allows for Educational 
Outreach that may include additional opportunity for trail maintenance.   
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Letter EC-37  
 
Response to Comments 37.1 
Please refer to General Response 1.   
 
Response to Comments 37.2 
Please refer to General Response 1.   
 
Response to Comments 37.3 
Please refer to General Response 1.   
 
Response to Comments 37.4 
Please refer to General Response 1.  Commenter states that herbicides should not be used in 
JDSF.  Proposed herbicide use is covered in the DFMP on pages 33 and 58 to 59.  The use of 
herbicides is constrained in the DFMP for exotic plant control, hardwood control in the east end 
of JDSF, competition control in regeneration areas, and limited use for road maintenance.  The 
Executive Summary of the DEIR (Section I.8 Areas of Controversy, beginning page 5) addresses 
the controversial aspect of pesticide use and CDF’s position on pesticide use and Integrated Pest 
Management (IPM).  Environmental effects of the planned use of herbicides are analyzed in the 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the DEIR in Section VII.8, beginning on page 314.  
Planned herbicide use is further outlined and analyzed in the Specific Management Actions and 
Control of Competing Vegetation sections of the Biological Resource section of the DEIR 
(Section VII.6.2.4, beginning page 142; Section VII.6.3, beginning page 162).  While the use of 
herbicides is controversial, the analysis of impacts concludes that there will be no significant 
impacts resulting from the use of herbicides on JDSF.   
 
Please refer to General Response 9, Cumulative Impacts Summary, Cumulative Impacts of 
Pesticide Use. (p II-16). 
 
Response to Comments 37.5 
Please refer to Response PS-2.2. 
 
Response to Comments 37.6 
Please refer to Response PS-2.5 
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Letter MW-45 
 
Response to Comment 45.1 
Comment noted. The DFMP specifies 300-foot protective buffers around the campgrounds.  
CDF has no current plans to increase the buffer to 500 feet.  Campground buffers are discussed 
in the Recreation Section of the DEIR (Section VII.14, p 400).  
 
Response to Comment 45.2 
The DFMP (page 28) generally calls for, but does not require the development of trails on 
abandoned roads.  
 
Response to Comment 45.3 
CDF has no current plans to sponsor a “free day” at local refuse sites.  Illegal dumping is subject 
to existing laws and ordinances and enforcement of those laws is beyond the scope of this EIR.  
CDF will continue to cooperate with local authorities to reduce illegal dumping on JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 45.4 
The DFMP (page 28) calls for the re-establishment of trails through timber harvest areas.  The 
DFMP additionally calls for an overall increase in trails. 
 
Response to Comment 45.5-45.8 
Specific trails to be opened or abandoned are beyond the scope of this Program EIR. 
Please refer to the Recreation Section of the DEIR for general analysis of the DFMP proposed 
management of trails. 
 
Response to Comment 45.9 
The DFMP does not include specific plans for such a center.  Site analysis for such a facility is 
beyond the scope of this EIR. 
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Letter TF- 62 
 
Response to Comment 62.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter MA-65 
 
Response to Comment 65.1-61.8 
Please refer to General Response 2 and Response HW-196.1. 
 
Response to Comment 65.9 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 65.10-61.14 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter TS-66 
 
Response to Comment 66.1 
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 66.2 
Please refer to General Response 1 and 7.  These types of measures would be developed on a 
project specific basis when necessary.  The DFMP specifies 200-foot limited harvest buffers to 
minimize the impacts on neighboring property owners.  These buffers are listed as Special 
Concern Areas (DFMP page 7), and discussed on page 49 of the DFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 66.3 
Please refer to General Response 1 and 7.  These types of measures would be developed on a 
project specific basis when necessary. 
 
Response to Comments 66.4 and 66.5 
Please refer to General Response 1 and 7.  These types of measures would be developed on a 
project specific basis when necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 66.6 
Please refer to General Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 66.7 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 66.8 
Please refer to General Response 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 66.9  
The DFMP and the DEIR do not include the concept of growing merchantable trees in 10 to 25 
year cycles. Please refer to General Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment 66.10  
The inventory methods used and growth projections are fully described in the DEIR or the 
included in Alternative “A” of the DEIR.  The methods were analyzed as part of the DEIR 
process and were found to be acceptable.      
 
Response to Comment 66.11 
The proposed harvest levels are less than projected growth resulting in an increase of timber 
inventory over time.  This should not lead to a reduction of biomass. 
  
Response to Comment 66.12-66.14 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Response to Comment 66.15  
Staffing and budget issues are beyond the scope of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 66.16-66.18  
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 66.19  
Law enforcement is beyond the scope of the EIR.  The DFMP provides extensive discussion on 
forest restoration.   
 
Response to Comment 66.20  
The DFMP and the DEIR include discussions regarding Integrated Weed Management.  Law 
enforcement is beyond the scope of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 66.21  
Budget issues are beyond the scope of the EIR. 
  
Response to Comment 66.22-66.23  
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 66.24-66.25 
Issues regarding enforcement of the Forest Practice Rules are beyond the scope of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 66.26-66.27  
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 66.28-66.29  
Staffing and budget issues are beyond the scope of the EIR.  Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter BLW-67 
 
Response to Comment 67.1 
Comment noted.  Please refer to the Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Biological Sections 
of the DEIR (Section 8) for discussion of impacts and mitigation related to the use of herbicides.  
The DEIR completed an evaluation of the proposed herbicide use on JDSF and found that no 
significant environmental effects would result from the proposed use. Please also refer to 
Response EC-37.4.  
 
Response to Comment 67.2 
Please refer to General Response 2.  Current standards were used to assess the risk of impacts 
associated with herbicides.  The impacts were determined to be less than significant with 
mitigation. 
 
Response to Comment 67.3 
The DEIR completed an evaluation of the proposed hardwood management proposed in the 
DFMP and found that no significant environmental effects would result from the proposed 
practices.  Also, refer to General Response 1.     
 
Response to Comment 67.4-67.6 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter CK-70 
 
Response to Comment 70.1 
Please refer to Response MW-45.4 and MW-45.5. 
 
Response to Comment 70.2 
Please refer to General Response 1 and Response MD-12.7.  Hiking trail and campground 
management plans are discussed in the Recreation Section of the DEIR (Section VII.14). 
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Letter ET-71 
 
Response to Comment 71.1 
Please refer to General Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment 71.2 
Please refer to Response PS-2.5 
 
Response to Comment 71.3 
Please refer to General Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 71.4  
Please refer to Response HW-196.1. 
 
Response to Comment 71.5 
Please refer to General Comment 1. 
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Letter AF-93 
 
Response to Comment 93.1 
Please refer to General Response 9. 
 
Response to Comment 93.2 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The preservation of habitat is thoroughly provided for 
under the DFMP and impacts to sensitive species are analyzed in the Biology Section of the 
DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment 93.3 
CDF is not required to choose the environmentally superior alternative under CEQA.  The 
environmentally superior alternative is not the preferred alternative because it does not meet 
CDF’s legislative mandate and does not meet the project objectives.  Also, please refer to 
General Response 2. 
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Letter TF-97 
 
Response to Comment 97.1 
Alternative C, the preferred alternative, allows for research and demonstration of all types of 
forest activity, including the forestry and protection referred to in comment. 
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Letter JB-104 
 
Response to Comment JB-104.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter TS-105 
 
Response to Comment 105.1 (A-D) 
 

105.1A.   
It is true that A Manual of California Vegetation (MCV; Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995) was 
used, as was Holland’s Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of 
California (1996), to generally describe the vegetation at JDSF.  Each classification system has 
strengths and weaknesses and fit the actual local conditions to varying degrees.  The EIR 
uses the developed types where appropriate to provide published references for the reader 
to refer to.  Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf was referred to more frequently in the DEIR since it is 
becoming the most commonly-accepted standard for vegetation classification in California 
based on the quantitative nature of the classification (CNPS 2001).  The series do not 
perfectly fit the actual vegetation because the classifications were based on sampling done in 
different regions that contain slightly different species composition and environmental 
variables.  Holland’s classification can be useful, but it is based on natural communities, and 
therefore (as with Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf’s classification) it may not be robust enough to 
encompass the variation caused by disturbances (harvest and fire) at JDSF.  It is true that a 
site visit would have greatly assisted in the development of the habitat and vegetation 
descriptions; based on monetary and time constraints, only available information was used 
description development.   
 
Additionally, the general descriptions are not meant to be site-specific.  They are meant to 
give members of the public an idea of what general habitat and vegetation characteristics, 
particularly common versus rare components, exist at the JDSF.  CDF personnel 
acknowledge that the vegetation descriptions are not perfect, yet they believe that the 
descriptions, with the proposed text modifications (see below and Response to Comments 
GJ-236.10), suffice in providing enough information for obtaining a general idea of the 
common and uncommon/sensitive vegetation components at JDSF.  In a programmatic EIR, 
general descriptions suffice by identifying uncommon/sensitive vegetation components 
(e.g. pygmy forest) that should not receive significant impacts and by identifying the more 
common vegetation types that can receive some level of impact but that should be 
maintained and not significantly decreased or eradicated.  Descriptions of the vegetation 
will be more descriptive in each project-level CEQA review.  
 
The changes recommended herein are intended to update the sections noted.  Updates to 
the vegetation descriptions incorporate the comments made in the TS-105 comment letter 
and incorporate information recently obtained from CDF personnel familiar with the JDSF 
vegetation.  Please refer to Response 105.1B, .1C, and 1D, below. 
 
105.1B.  
According to CDF personnel, man-root (Marah spp.) is not common at JDSF, so this taxon 
should not have been included in the DEIR.  The first paragraph in the Redwood Series 
description (p. 131 of the DEIR), second-to-last sentence, “man-root (Marah spp.)” should be 
removed from  
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the sentence.  Additionally, chain fern (Woodwardia fimbriata) and deer fern (Blechnum 
spicant) are found in moister microsites and are not common enough to include in the Series 
description.   
 
Therefore the first paragraph in the Redwood Series description, second-to-last sentence, 
“chain fern (Woodwardia fimbriata)” and “deer fern (Blechnum spicant)” should be removed 
from the sentence.   
 
According to comment letter TS-105, vine maple does not occur on JDSF.  The first 
paragraph in the Red Alder Series, second-to-last sentence, “vine maple (Acer circinatum)” 
should be removed from the sentence.  According to CDF personnel, Sitka spruce should 
not be included in the commonly associated species list under the Red Alder Series.  The 
first paragraph in the Red Alder Series, second sentence, “Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis)” 
should be removed from the sentence. 

 
105.1C.  
It is true that Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) is planted as an ornamental in Mendocino 
County.  CDF personnel recently communicated that the experimental plantings of 
Monterey pine are not believed to have spread or naturalized enough to be considered part 
of the Bishop pine community.  The first paragraph in the Bishop Pine Series (p. 133 of the 
DEIR), second sentence, “Monterey pine (Pinus radiata)” should be removed from the 
sentence.   

 
105.1D. 
It is noted that the vegetation classification system of DFG is currently undergoing revision. 
 
Also, please refer to Response 105.1A. 

 
Response to Comment 105.2 
Section 6.2.1, on Page 134 “Invasive Exotic Species” of the DEIR should include the following: 

 
Invasive Exotic Species 
 
Invasive exotic species can cause negative impacts to native species assemblages 
and can greatly impact native diversity.  Rare native plant species that are 
associated with forest clearings are especially vulnerable to displacement by 
exotic invasives.  Such rare plants include Humboldt milk-vetch (Astragalus 
agnicidus), Bolander's reed grass (Calamagrostis bolanderi), and maple-leaved 
checkerbloom (Sidalcea malachroides) (DFG comments on JDSF DEIR 2002). 
 
There are currently five species of invasive exotic plants that occur in substantial 
frequency across the JDSF.  All are on the California Exotic Pest Plant Council 
(CalEPPC) List A-1 (the most-invasive wildland pest plants with widespread  
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occurrence).  These are pampas grass (Cortaderia jubata), Scotch broom (Cytisus 
scoparius), French broom (Genista monspessulana), yellow star-thistle (Centaurea 
solstitialis), and Tasmanian blue-gum (Eucalyptus globosus). 
 
Additional List A-1 species that occur on JDSF and have the potential to become 
more invasive on the Forest are Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), gorse 
(Ulex europaea), English ivy (Hedera helix), wild fennel (Foeniculum vulgare) and 
tamarisk (Tamarix spp.).  Gorse occurrence is currently limited to the Western 
WWAA.  .  Another List A-1 plant, Cape-ivy (Senecio mikanioides), is known to be 
located in two isolated places within JDSF. 
 
All of the above-listed A-1 species are widespread throughout much of 
California (with pampas grass and Cape-ivy restricted primarily to the coastal 
regions); all thrive in disturbed habitats.  The various roads and skid trails, forest 
openings, and other ground-disturbed areas provide habitat for further 
infestation by invasive species. 

 
List A-2 (the most invasive wildland pest plants in regional areas) plants known 
on JDSF (Public Comment Letter TS-105) are cotoneaster (Cotoneaster spp.) and 
pennyroyal (Mentha pulegium).  Both occur with enough frequency to become a 
problem on the Forest. 

 
Beginning in DEIR Section 6.2.1 on page 134, the following section should have included the 
following species among the existing species accounts in this section: 
 

Cotoneaster spp.--cotoneaster.  Native to China, cotoneaster is a popular shrub 
or small tree in local landscaping.  This member of the rose family (Rosaceae) has 
small pink to white flowers producing heavy crops of bright orange to red 
berries, which are attractive to birds and wildlife. C. franchetti has escaped into 
our coastal forests, where it readily becomes naturalized.  Spreading rapidly by 
seed and root sprouts, it becomes a problem by displacing native shrubs  (Pickart 
and Eicher 2000).  Rosatti (in Hickman 1996) reports C. pannosa as also occurring 
in mixed-evergreen forests of the region. The CalEPPC List A-2 also registers 
Cotoneaster lacteus as occurring in many coastal plant communities. Additional 
Cotoneaster species, in general, are included by CalEPPC on its List of Exotic 
Pest Plants of Greatest Ecological Concern that Need More Information. 
 
Cotoneaster is common in the region, and frequently observed on JDSF (Public 
Comment Letter TS-105).     
 
Foeniculum vulgare--wild fennel.  Wild fennel is in the carrot family (Apiaceae).  
Native to southern Europe, wild fennel is widely escaped from cultivation in the 
Western Hemisphere, and is locally abundant and invasive (Hickman 1996). 
Wild fennel is perennial, with flower stalks growing to more that 3 m tall.  It 
smells strongly of licorice or anise. Wild fennel invades roadsides and disturbed 
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sites where it out-competes native plants.  This List A-1 weed spreads by seed, 
and persists because of its strong taproot.  By comparison, the cultivated garden 
herb, fennel (Foeniculum dulce), is classified as non-invasive by CalEPPC. 
 
T. Sholars (Public Comment Letter TS-105) has observed wild fennel occurrence 
on the Forest, and considers it to have the potential to become a problem there.    
 
Hedera helix--English ivy.  English ivy is a shiny-leaved, woody vine belonging 
to the ginseng family (Araliaceae).  Palmately-lobed leaves are borne on juvenile 
stems, while those on mature stems are generally entire.  Native to Eurasia, this 
plant was introduced to North America by early European settlers (Hickman, 
1993). English ivy is usually first established in a disturbed site, then aggressively 
spreads to the surrounding forest by vegetative growth as well as by seed from 
its black berries. There are no natural controls for English ivy. The vines grow 
along the ground engulfing and smothering all shrubs, grasses, and forbs by its 
overgrowth.  The vines attach to trunks of larger shrubs and trees by aerial 
rootlets, and continue to grow upwards reaching for sunlight.  The woody vines 
encircle tree trunks, inhibiting tree growth and vigor.  The ivy vines also spread 
over the branches and foliage of the tree canopy.  Native plant life becomes 
smothered and dies beneath the dense growth of English ivy.  Such habitats are 
commonly alluded to as "ivy deserts.”  
 
English ivy is known to occur in the region and on the forest; and can be a 
serious forest pest (especially in riparian areas) where it can out-compete, 
overgrow, and kill the understory plants, as well as the trees, of the forest 
canopy. 
 
Mentha pulegium--pennyroyal.  Pennyroyal, a member of the mint family 
(Lamiaceae), has upright to trailing stems producing relatively short flowering 
spikes (up to one foot or taller) with lavender-colored flowers arranged in 
progressively larger globular flower heads down the stalk.  All parts of the plant 
have a strong characteristic minty odor. 
 
It has invaded local wetlands and moist areas along roadsides and ditches.  
Because of the many resprouts from its rhizomes (underground stems), this 
species can form dense, impenetrable mats that choke out native plants (Pickart 
and Eicher 2000).  T. Sholars (Public Comment Letter TS-105) reports that 
pennyroyal occurs with enough frequency in JDSF to pose a threat in favorable 
sites.    
 
Tamarix spp.--tamarisk or salt cedar.  Tamarisk is in its own family, the 
Tamaricaceae.  It is a shrub or tree with minute leaves and flowers. Wilken (in 
Hickman 1996) reports two species of tamarisk that occur regionally: T. parviflora 
from southeastern Europe (< 5 m tall), and the less common T. gallica that is 
native to southern Europe (< 8 m tall). Using a hand lens, the two can be readily 
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differentiated by their floral parts that are in 4's and 5's, respectively. Tamarisk 
prefers sunny sites with good soil drainage.  Both species can be found in washes 
and along roadsides (T. gallica less commonly.  T. parviflora is also found on 
slopes and sand dunes, while T. gallica prefers flats).  Tamarisk is used 
horticulturally for windbreaks and is planted as an ornamental.  It readily 
escapes into wildlands, where the deep roots lower the water table to out-
compete shallow rooted natives. 
 
Known to occur on JDSF (Public Comment Letter TS-105), tamarisk potentially 
could become invasive. 

 
In addition, the following corresponding reference should have been added to 
the Please references section of the JDSF EIR: 

 
Pickart, A. and A. Eicher.  (2000).  Invasive Weeds of Humboldt County: A Guide for 

Concerned Citizens.  14 pages Arcata: Bug Press. 
 
Response to Comment 105.3 
Section 6.2.1, on Page 136 “Invasive Exotic Species” of the DEIR should have included the 
following: 
 

Rubus discolor--Himalayan blackberry.  Himalayan blackberry is a robust, 
evergreen, arched bramble in the rose family (Rosaceae).  Its brambles can grow to 
3 meters tall (Munz and Keck 1959).  Stems are 5-angled, 5 to 15 mm in diameter, 
and contain many prickles (Hickman 1993).  Leaves are compound (often with 
five leaflets but sometimes three), sharply toothed, and white below.  
Inflorescences are many-flowered panicles of white to pink flowers.  Fruits are 
shiny black drupelets clustered in an oblong shape (Hickman 1993, Munz and 
Keck 1959).  Plants inhabit a variety of disturbed habitats at less than 1,600 
meters in elevation and are native to Eurasia (Hickman 1993).  Apparently, rats 
favor them for food and shelter. 
 
The common occurrence of Himalayan blackberry within some areas of the JDSF 
(DFG comments on JDSF DEIR , and Public Comment Letter TS-105) indicates 
that it can spread readily on the Forest.  This species has the potential to spread 
primarily to areas that are near existing concentrations and where openings are 
maintained for a sustained period of time. 

 
Response to Comment 105.4 
Please refer to responses to comments GJ-236.6, 236.7, and 236.10, for updates in species 
information. 
 
The TS-105 comment letter cites three species that should be considered as “likely to occur” on 
JDSF, including Gentiana setigera (Mendocino gentian), Howellia aquatilis (water howellia), and 
Microseris borealis (northern microseris).  Northern microseris was formerly known (now 
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extirpated) from the Mendocino (569D) USGS 7.5’ quadrangle, and while it is generally only 
known to inhabit relatively high elevation (1000-2000 m) bogs and fens, Lower Montane 
Coniferous Forest, and Meadows/vernally mesic (CNPS 2001), it should be considered a species 
to watch for.  Mendocino gentian occurs on the Noble Butte (600B) 7.5’ quad in northern 
Mendocino County and also in Del Norte County in mesic Lower Montane Coniferous Forest 
and Meadows.  Water howellia occurs on the Buck Rock (597B) and Leech Lake Mountain 
(598A) 7.5’ quads in northeastern Mendocino County in freshwater marshes and swamps.  
Although both species have preferred habitat types that occur on JDSF, their distance from the 
JDSF and project 7.5’ quads warrants the status of “watch for” rather than “likely.”  Regardless 
of whether these three species have a “likely” or “watch for” designation in Appendix 8D-3, the 
wide-ranging scoping process should incorporate these three species when preparing for 
botanical surveys.  Please refer to Response to Comment GJ-236.10L, Mitigation 2, for text that 
incorporates the use of Appendix 8D-3 in the scoping process. 
 
The following should be changed or added to Appendix 8D-3 of the final EIR with the 
following text (add in alphabetical order): 

• Add Gentiana setigera “Mendocino gentian,” CNPS list 1B, RED 3-2-2, State None, 
Federal None, Decision and Rationale: Watch for (Lower Montane Coniferous Forest 
and Meadows/mesic in northern Mendocino and Del Norte Cos.; public comment 
letter TS-105 requested species be considered as likely to occur.) 

• Add Howellia aquatilis “water howellia,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-2-1, State None, Federal 
FT, Decision and Rationale: Watch for (freshwater marshes and swamps in 
northeastern Mendocino Co.; public comment letter TS-105 requested species be 
considered as likely to occur.) 

• Change the Decision and Rationale row for Microseris borealis to state: “Watch for 
(Bogs and Fens, Lower Montane Coniferous Forest, Meadows/mesic; public 
comment letter TS-105 requested species be considered as likely to occur.)” 

 
Response to Comment 105.5 
Please refer to Responses to Comments GJ-236.6A and 236.10L for updates on known 
occurrences of sensitive plant species. 
 
Response to Comment 105.6 
Please refer to Responses to Comments GJ-236.10H and 236.10L, Mitigation 5 for updates to the 
Habitat Management Practices section of the DEIR and DFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 105.7 
Please refer to Responses to Comments GJ-236.10G and 236.10L, Mitigation 3 for text changes 
that incorporate using DFG survey guidelines as the basis for developing project specific 
botanical surveys. 
 
Response to Comment 105.8 
A mitigation monitoring plan is included at the end of each resource specific section.  The 
mitigation in the Biological Section of the DEIR was developed to reduce the impacts of the 
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JDSF DFMT to a less than significant level.  Further comprehensive sensitive plant monitoring 
on JDSF is not feasible at the present time.  Additional CEQA review to minimize impacts, 
however, will occur at the project level with individual THPs and other projects.  Please also 
refer to General Response 2 and 6. 
 
Response to Comment 105.9 
Please refer to Responses to Comments GJ-236.8, GJ-236.9, GJ-236.10K, GJ-236.25b, and GJ-
236.46. 
 
Response to Comment 105.10 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter BG-114  
 
Response to Comment 114.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 114.2 and 114.3 
Please refer to Response EC-37.4. 
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Letter RD-125 
 
Response to Comment 125.1 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The DEIR is a comprehensive document that analyzes the 
array of management plans that could result in potential impacts of the all-inclusive DFMP.  
Every attempt was made to thoroughly cover the potential implications of the DFMP and to 
convey the findings to the average citizen. 
 
Response to Comment 125.2 
Please refer to General Response 1.   
 
Response to Comment 125.3  
The writer states that the DEIR has no clear description of proposed administrative procedures 
for consulting with neighbors regarding quantitative minimums or ranges in buffer size for 
adjacent timber harvest operations.  Specified setback zones are discussed in the Land Use and 
Planning Section of the DEIR (Section 11.2 Regulatory Framework, page 382).  The Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) requires a 200-foot setback distance from residential areas adjacent to 
Timberland Production Zones, such as JDSF.  The DFMP states that a 200-foot zone will be 
established for designated residential areas that are adjacent to JDSF, which will comprise a 
total of approximately 1,153 acres (DFMP page 147).  The 200-foot zone is analyzed as 
originating on the State Forest property. 
 
Response to Comment 125.4-6 
Please refer to General Response 1.   
 
Response to Comment 125.7 
The DFMP does not establish a formal mechanism by which comments from the Citizens 
Advisory Committee may be heard.  Input from concerned citizens regarding future CEQA 
review for individual projects will continue to be received by CDF.  The State Forest Advisory 
Committee may provide an additional means of input for citizens (DFMP, p. 62).  The 
Committee provides overview and assists in the identification and prioritization of research and 
demonstration projects.  The Committee is appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the 
Director of CDF and provides a source of council on specific issues brought to the Committee 
by the Director or staff on behalf of the Director.  The Committee represents the entire State 
Forest system, with individual members of the Committee representing specific State Forests.   
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Letter FC-127 
 
Response to Comment 127.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter JH-128 
 
Response to Comment 128.1 
The JDSF Management Plan does not solely rely on the Forest Practice Rules for protecting 
terrestrial and aquatic habitats.  The prescriptions in the Plan for both types of habitats are 
tailored to the requirements identified in previous assessment work completed on JDSF and 
provide protection measures and restoration practices considerably beyond those specified in 
the FPRs.   
 
Response to Comment 128.2 
Please see General Response 1 and 2.  It is speculative that the proposed DFMP will not succeed. 
There is no requirement that analysis in the DEIR include comparison of proposed actions to 
non-relevant projects. 
 
Response to Comment 128.3 
Please see General Response 9.  Cumulative watershed effects are addressed in a programmatic 
manner for the DEIR but not on a project-by-project basis.  This landscape level document does 
not include the specific measures that will be prescribed for individual projects following a 
careful site-specific investigation. 
 
Response to Comment 128.4 
The DEIR contains five alternatives that represent the range of alternatives required to permit a 
reasoned choice. The DEIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed 
project.  Please see General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 128.5 
A watershed assessment was completed for JDSF and a summary of the results were 
incorporated into the JDSF Management Plan (see pages 19 to 23).  The commenter describes the 
federal government’s watershed analysis approach and methodologies—but this is only one 
method for completing watershed assessment work.  Please see General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 128.6 
The commenter describes an “activity based threshold” for controlling cumulative watershed 
effects, or a limitation on the amount of land logged over time in a given watershed.  He states 
that the FPRs do not allow for this approach.  Actually, the FPRs provide a considerable amount 
of flexibility in what can and cannot occur depending on the level of activity and types of 
activities determined to be appropriate for protecting lives, property, and public trust resources.  
Examples of where activity based thresholds have been utilized are the Freshwater Creek and 
Elk River watersheds located in Humboldt County, where CDF has limited the amount of 
logging activity that can occur in these watersheds in a given year.  The watershed assessment 
work that has been completed for JDSF did not reveal that this type of prescription was 
necessary for protection and restoration of public trust resources found in JDSF watersheds—
but it does not mean that it could not have been employed here if it had been determined to be 
necessary. 
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Response to Comment 128.7 
The prescriptions included in the JDSF Management Plan and DEIR go beyond Rule 
requirements and were developed to meet the requirements found to exist in the watersheds 
draining JDSF. 
  
Response to Comment 128.8 
See response to comment JH-128.3 
 
Response to Comment 128.9 
See response to comment JH-128.4 
 
Response to Comment 128.10 
Thresholds of significance are identified in the DEIR for each specific resource analyzed and 
contained in Section VII. As an example, the thresholds of significance identified for hydrology 
and water quality are found on pages 374-375. 
 
Response to Comment 128.11 
The commenter has not correctly portrayed the results of the Caspar Creek watershed study.  In 
actuality, this study has found that: 1) the modern FPRs have substantially reduced water 
quality impacts, 2) the South Fork (logged without the modern Rules) produced 2.4 to 3.7 times 
more sediment when compared to North Fork (logged under the modern Rules), 3) the South 
Fork logging and roading produced numerous landslides related to roads, skid trails and 
landings, 4) in the North Fork, the number and size of landslides were similar in logged and 
unlogged units, 5) in the North Fork, there was little or no evidence of sediment impacts to 
macroinvertebrate communities, 6) North Fork logging resulted in a 50% increase in short-term 
LWD loading, which doubled pool volumes, 7) increased water yields and summer low flows 
were documented after timber harvesting in both the North and South Forks, 8) changes in 
streamflow and flooding resulting from clear cutting approximately half the North Fork were 
relatively minor and did not appear to substantially modify channel morphology, and 9) 
variability was high, but no dramatic changes in the abundance of coho salmon or steelhead 
trout were recorded after the North Fork logging—which was completed with clearcut 
silviculture (Lewis 1998, Cafferata and Spittler 1998, Bottorff and Knight 1996, Nakamoto 1998, 
Lewis et al. 2001, Lisle 1999, Ziemer 1998, Lisle and Napolitano 1998, Keppeler 1998).   
 
Response to Comment 128.12 
See response to comment JH-128.4 
 
Response to Comment 128.13 
The commenter is describing the federal process for watershed analysis (REO 1995).  This 
approach was adopted as part of the President’s Forest Plan for federal lands in the Pacific 
Northwest within the range of the northern spotted owl.  This methodology does not result in 
watershed specific prescriptions.  One of the barriers to effectively applying the federal 
watershed analysis approach is the difficulty of evaluating risk (Ice 2001).  With the federal  
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approach, riparian reserves were designed to provide a high level of certainty for protection of 
riparian functions under all conditions—which means that protection is conservative much of 
the time.   
 
Response to Comment 128.14 
The commenter states that the DEIR contains the following statement without sufficient 
explanation: “As much of the increased sediment load was related to increased storm flow 
volumes, those increases are expected to be short lived as the Forest grows back.”   As stated in 
Lewis (1998) and Ziemer (1998), it is reasonable to have increased sediment yield related to 
increased streamflow during storms because increased storm flows in logged watersheds 
provide additional energy to deliver and transport sediment downstream.  Peak flow increases 
in the North Fork recovered to pre-logging levels in 11 years; the recovery rate was 
approximately 9% per year after logging for the clearcut tributary watersheds (J. Lewis, USFS-
PSW, Arcata, CA, personal communication).  Annual sediment loads increased an average of 
212% in the clearcut tributaries (Lewis et al. 2001) following logging, and have recovered to 
approximately 50% after 10 years (J. Lewis, personal communication).  Therefore, it is 
reasonable to conclude that much of the sediment increase was related to flow increases.  
 
Response to Comment 128.15 
The commenter cites Dr. Curry’s comment letter on the DEIR for PALCO’s SYP/HCP 
addressing sediment issues. Dr. Curry cites Dr. Leslie Reid’s work citing interception losses of 
30 to 50% of storm precipitation for high rainfall intensity storm sites.  Recent work in the 
Caspar Creek watershed has shown that average rainfall interception loss is about 20% of gross 
winter rainfall; and during large high intensity storms, rainfall interception is about 18% (Lewis 
at al. 2001).  Differences in interception loss between logged and unlogged areas probably 
explain most of the observed increases in larger winter peak flows, when transpiration is at its 
minimum.   
 
Response to Comment 128.16 
Dr. Curry’s comments on PALCO’s Freshwater Creek watershed–in terms of channel 
aggradation, landsliding rates, and resulting increases in flood frequency do not directly 
translate to JDSF.  The geologic composition, landslide type and frequency, and existing channel 
conditions, etc. of the Freshwater Creek basin are considerably different than those found in 
Caspar Creek and the other drainages located within the boundaries of JDSF. Therefore, 
conclusions drawn for the Freshwater Creek basin cannot be extrapolated for JDSF.    
 
Response to Comment 128.17 
The commenter states that research has not determined that the regrowth incident to maximum 
sustained yield land management results in no net sediment increases beyond natural baselines.  
Research conducted in the North Fork Caspar Creek watershed puts this issue in proper 
perspective.  In this basin, nearly half the watershed  was clearcut over a 3 year period—an 
intensity that greatly exceeds what is proposed for similarly sized basins throughout JDSF as 
proposed in the JDSF Management Plan.  Annual sediment loads increased an average of 212% 
in the clearcut tributaries (Lewis et al. 2001) following logging, and have recovered to 
approximately 50% after 10 years (J. Lewis, personal communication).  Impacts to the 
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downstream beneficial uses of water have been very minimal.  For example, in the North Fork 
there was little or no evidence of sediment impacts to macroinvertebrate communities (Bottorff 
and Knight 1996).  Additionally, variability was high, but no dramatic changes in the 
abundance of coho salmon or steelhead trout were recorded after the North Fork logging—
which was completed with clearcut silviculture (Nakamota 1998).  Therefore, even though there 
will be short-term increases in sediment yield associated with the proposed management, it is 
likely that these increases will small and not have significant adverse impacts to the 
downstream beneficial uses of water present.  In addition, it is expected that the 
implementation of the practices prescribed in the JDSF Road Management Plan (part of the 
overall JDSF Management Plan) will reduce adverse impacts to aquatic habitats that support 
anadromous fish, amphibians, and other aquatic organisms.  Implementation of the Road 
Management Plan as well as correction of existing erosion problems located on or near THP 
sites will partially compensate for sediment generated from future proposed logging 
operations.  In the short-term (i.e., first decade), it is anticipated that these improvements will 
fully compensate for logging generated sediment. 
 
Response to Comment 128.18 
The commenter states that another serious misrepresentation in the DEIR is that riparian areas 
will entrap sediment transported by runoff from roads and upslope logging units.  Clearly, 
there are two types of sediment moving through buffer strips that must be considered here—
sediment moving as overland flow (or sheet flow) and sediment moving through buffer strips 
as channelized flow.  Buffer strips do not filter sediment that moves through as channelized 
flow.   Brown (1985) reported that buffer strip effectiveness is not determined solely by 
containment of overland flow because sediment often moves through buffer strips as 
channelized flow.  For overland flow, however, several studies have reported on the success of 
buffer strip filtration of sediment.  For example, Haupt (1959) found that filter strips of 200-300 
feet below roads are generally effective in controlling sediment that is not channelized.  Belt and 
O’Laughlin (1994) report that key factors controlling sediment movement within buffer strips 
are infiltration rate, slope, and density of obstructions.  Research suggests that to control 
sediment, buffer strips should be wider where infiltration rates are low or slopes within riparian 
areas are steep.  CH2MHill and Western Watershed Analysts (1999) reviewed the literature 
regarding sediment filtration and found that most of the data show filtration approaching 100% 
near 150 feet from the stream for sediment originating from diffuse sources (as opposed to 
concentrated sources such as ditch relief culverts).  They suggest that the degree of ground 
surface roughness is generally more important than distance in determining the amount of 
sediment filtration.    
 
The Rapid Sediment Budget presented in the DFMP and DEIR estimated road-related sediment 
accounted for approximately 74% of the sediment delivered to streams. The goal of the Road 
Management Plan is to “enhance stream channel conditions…by reducing both fine and coarse 
sediment loading,” and to “improve water quality by reducing suspended sediment 
concentrations and turbidity.”  Approximately 19% of sediment delivered resulted from 
hillslope landsliding (non road-related), surface erosion, and soil creep with the remaining 7% 
from instream storage. 
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Vegetated stream buffers are intended to trap overland sheet flow that may carry sediment 
toward watercourses.  They are not intended to trap road-related sediment that is carried in 
channelized flow such as that found in inboard ditches, diversions down roads or debris slides 
from perched fills.  That is the goal of the Road Management Plan.  However, riparian 
vegetation and downed wood can reduce the amount of sediment delivered from upland areas 
in several ways.  By providing physical barriers, standing or downed vegetation can trap 
sediments moving overland during rainfall events (Spence et al. 1996).  Riparian vegetation also 
reduces the likelihood of mass failures by virtue of root strength.  The CDF Monitoring Study 
Group (MSG 1999) conducted a field review of 150 THPs and reported erosion events 
originating from current THPs and encountered on mid-zone or streambank WLPZ transects 
were found to be rare. 
 
Response to Comment 128.19 
The software used to work up JDSF inventory data is standard, off-the-shelf commercial 
software. JDSF’s inventory data has been available to the public in electronic form in its entirety 
for many years. CDF welcomes public input into the inventory process and data analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 128.20 
The commenter asserts that the BOF/CDF has no records and does not know how many people 
recreate in the project, how much fresh water the watersheds formerly supplied, totals of fish 
counts, numbers of flooding incidence, wildlife survey totals, water table levels, and aquifer 
status, for example.  Actually, many of these items have been quantified.  The JDSF 
Management Plan states that the past 10 year period has averaged 16,000 overnight-use days 
per year, with the total number of visitor-use days exceeding this by an estimated factor of three 
when day-use visitors are included.  Annual runoff for both the North and South Fork Caspar 
Creek weirs from 1963 to 2000 is available online at the USFS-PSW’s website for Caspar Creek.  
Fish count data is available for the Noyo River Egg Taking Station operated by the Department 
of Fish and Game.  Flooding incidence is available from the USGS gauging station on the Noyo 
River as well as the gauging stations at the North and South Fork weirs operated since water 
year 1963.  Wildlife survey data is available for numerous species, including northern spotted 
owls.  Water table levels are available through pieziometric data collected for several sites in the 
North Fork of Caspar Creek.   
 
Response to Comment 128.21 
The commenter states that it is important to have a quantification of the value of the water 
resources in the project.  Along with Redwood Creek in Humboldt County, Caspar Creek 
provides the finest data in the state regarding watershed processes and how forest management 
affects them.  Publishable data is available for runoff, sediment yield, interception loss, 
evapotranspiration, fog drip, subsurface flow, bedload yield, etc.  Much of what has been 
learned in Caspar Creek can be applied to the western and central portions of JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 128.22 
pg 6, paragraph 5: The commenter requests a detailed accounting of the value of ecosystem 
services. While the term ‘ecosystem services’ is used in resource economics, there is no agreed 
upon standard for quantifying them and some well funded attempts by the United Nations and 
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the World Bank have been cancelled after concluding that a singular methodology and 
accounting system was not feasible. One agreed-upon aspect is that any accounting system 
must logically apply to all goods and services from all units. For example the zoning of Forest 
‘X’ as a preserve may marginally increase some type of ecosystem service such as a wildlife 
habitat that requires 100% shade AND it will also create a MARGINAL DECREASE in the exact 
same ecosystem service in some other forest such as Forest ‘Y’ if that forest must produce the 
ecosystem goods that no longer come from Forest ‘X’. Since California already imports 75% of 
the wood products we use in the state, there is little need to demonstrate that we can further 
shift the State’s ecosystem goods imbalance at the probable expense of some other state or 
nations ecosystem services account.  The only way to get a global improvement is to have 
ecologically sustainable joint production systems of both goods and services in many places.  
 
A fundamental tenet of the demonstration forest is that it is possible to produce recreational 
opportunities, watershed protection, and timber from the same property.  As the commenter 
noted, the EIR does include quantitative information on recreation use number (albeit for the 
whole state forest rather than only in ‘old growth forests’). The recreational patterns on JDSF 
appear similar to those for National Forests in California. For example, the recently published 
National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) studies for the National Forests in California point 
out that only 3% of total recreational use occurs in designated wilderness areas and that most 
users require some type of recreational infrastructure such as trails, campgrounds, picnic areas, 
boat launches, and roads for 2 wheel drive vehicles. As the EIR noted, JDSF does provide these 
types of facilities and does experience considerable recreational use. Regarding the other 
ecosystem services noted the commenter, the physical data in the EIR demonstrate high levels 
of these ecosystem services (carbon sequestration from growing biomass inventories, nutrient 
cycling within stands of different ecological characteristics, wildlife habitats, etc.) managed 
across the forest as a whole.  
 
Response to Comment 128.23 
The commenter provides a long citation from Dr. Dawson regarding the hydrologic input of fog 
water to redwood forest ecosystems.  Dr. Dawson states in this quotation that the loss of 
redwood trees will dramatically alter the hydrological and ecological balance of these forests.  
While it very likely true regarding changes to the ecological balance, data collected in the 
Caspar Creek watershed does not support the contention that overall watershed hydrology will 
be significantly altered.  Keppeler (1998) reported that fog plays an important role in regional 
ecology by moderating evapotranspiration, but Caspar Creek data indicates that any possible 
post-logging loss of fog drip does not result in a net reduction in streamflow.  Moisture savings 
due to reduced evapotranspiration appear to override fog precipitation losses here.  After 
conducting a detailed study in Caspar Creek on fog drip in 1998 through 2000, Keppeler 
(written communication) concluded that: 1) fog drip makes a highly variable, but generally 
minor, contribution to total annual precipitation at Caspar Creek, 2) following timber harvest, 
streamflow increases due to reduced interception and evapotranspiration exceed diminishment 
due to the loss of fog drip, and 3) although hydrologically insignificant, fog drip may be 
important ecologically on a site-specific basis. 
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Response to Comment 128.24 
The commenter refers to the debit in the water budget incident to canopy loss that will result 
from clear cutting proposed in the preferred agenda.  As stated above in No. 23 and in Keppeler 
(1998), clear cutting will actually increase water yields and summer low flows—not cause a 
deficit.  After logging, reduced evapotranspiration allows for additional water to be stored and 
routed to streams as summer streamflow.  
 
Fog drip as an unaccounted part of annual precipitation has been a subject of controversy.  
Shultz (1990) states that coastal fog drip can be as much as 10 to 20 percent of annual 
precipitation.  Given that fog is a summer weather pattern, this could amount up to 2 to 4 inches 
in San Francisco and 4 to 8 inches in Eureka, California.  Hewlett (1969) contends that 
“measurements are few and the subject of fog precipitation is colored by propaganda that 
favors the role of trees in producing more water than they consumptively use.”   Specifically for 
Caspar Creek on JDSF, Keppeler (1998) addressed fog drip by saying that “fog plays an 
important role in the regional ecology by moderating evapotranspiration.  However, Caspar 
Creek data indicate that any possible post-logging loss of fog drip did not result in a net 
reduction in streamflow.  Moisture savings due to reduced evapotranspiration appear to 
override any fog precipitation losses at this site.” 
 
Keppeler reported that enhanced soil moisture in the rooting zone followed timber harvest in 
North Fork clearcut units.  Previously intermittent stream reaches and soil pipes became 
perennial. The larger increases in minimum flows observed in the North Fork were probably 
due to wetter soils in the clearcut units where minimal vegetation existed to use this enhanced 
moisture.   
 
Response to Comment 128.25 
The commenter states that the present degraded condition of watersheds in JDSF will improve 
with a no logging alternative.  Actually, with this alternative road maintenance would be 
limited to that necessary to maintain public access.  No active management would occur to 
reduce fire risks.  Implementation of the Road Management Plan would not occur, doing away 
with the inventory, upgrade work, and abandonment components.  Overall, this alternative 
would result in sedimentation impacts through deterioration and continued use of existing 
roads without an active upgrading program.  This alternative would not have suspended 
sediment associated with timber harvesting, but could have more sediment yield from roads 
due to a less aggressive road management program. 
 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-76  

 
 

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-77  

Letter IS-133 
  
Response to Comments 133.1 
Please refer to General Response 1 and 8. 
 
Response to Comments 133.2 
The DEIR completed an assessment of the DFMP old growth management standards and found 
that no significant environmental effects would occur to the old growth resource.  Also, please 
refer to General Responses 2 and 4. 
 
Response to Comment 133.3 
The following Road Management Plan objectives have been designed to improve JDSF’s road 
system, as well as eliminate potential significant impacts (page 102 of the DEIR): 

• The total mileage of roads will be minimized through basin-wide planning. 

• Existing roads will be used wherever appropriate, in preference to building new roads. 
Substandard roads with drainage and sediment production problems will be reconstructed, re-
graded, re-aligned, resurfaced, or otherwise treated to prevent sediment delivery to 
watercourses, or they will be abandoned properly. 

• Roads that are not in good condition will be properly abandoned. 

• New roads will be designed to the minimum width necessary to safely accommodate required 
traffic, with turnouts spaced appropriately for the road class (as per the guidelines in the 
California Forest Practice Rules).  All roads will be classified according to expected use (high, 
medium, or light) and maintained accordingly. 

 
The Road Management Plan contains provisions for development of new roads in currently 
unroaded areas, which is necessary for some future timber harvest plans.  All roads will be built 
in conformance with state of the art road building techniques and theories, such as stipulations 
on slope and location of roads.  Also, please refer to General Response 1 and 2.  The DFMP 
includes a road management plan that will minimize impacts of roads in JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 133.4 
The DFMP does not include any of the area between Russian Gulch State Park, the Mendocino 
Woodlands STA and the recently acquired Big River area in the short-term harvest schedule.  
There is one planned harvest in the Woodlands STA.  The limited amount of proposed harvest 
should maintain the connectivity of the parcels.   Please refer to Response VT-241.27 for further 
details. 
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Letter AG-138  
 
Response to Comment 138.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter TJ-139 
 
Response to Comment 139.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 139.2 
Please refer to General Response 3. 
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Letter FC-140 
 
Response to Comment 140.1 
The writer advocates the adoption of Alternative D.  Your comment has been noted and added 
to the public record. Please refer to General Response 1.   
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Letter JS-146 (Sierra Club, Napa County)  
 
Response to Comments 146.1-146.3  
Please refer to Response PS-2.2. 
 
Response to Comment 146.4 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2.  
 
Response to Comment 146.5 
Please refer to General Response 7. 
 
Response to Comments 146.6-146.8 
Please refer to Response F3.4. 
 
Response to Comments 146.9 and 146.10 
Please refer to General Responses 4 and 7. 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-86  

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-87  

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-88  

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-89  

Letter RC-148  
 
Response to Comment 148.1 
This comment relates to the method proposed in the DFMP and analyzed in the DEIR regarding 
hardwood retention standards. The DFMP and DEIR both discuss that the goal for hardwood 
retention levels for JDSF are approximately 10% on the west end, and 15% on the east end, of 
the total stand basal area. The comment suggests that these basal area standards instead be 
converted into specific minimum basal area retention thresholds. Please also refer to General 
Response 2.  

The proposed retention standards comply with 14 CCR 912.9 (C)(4)(e) where “Hardwood cover 
can be estimated using the basal area per acre provided by hardwoods of all species,” as the basal area 
for hardwoods can be obtained by applying the retention percentages toward the total stand 
basal area. The goal for the retention levels is based on the natural level of occurrence of 
hardwoods within the stands of JDSF. As described on page 170 of the DEIR, “ In areas of the 
Forest with an overabundance of hardwoods,” (largely due to results from previous logging entries) 
“an emphasis has been to restore the stands to a conifer-dominated condition.” These proposed 
hardwood retention levels provide for the biological needs of dependant wildlife. 

Response to Comment 148.2 
This comment takes exception to the method of determining which hardwood trees would be 
considered old growth and considered for retention. The DFMP provides for, and the DEIR 
analyzed the methodology of determining which hardwoods would be considered as old 
growth and designated for retention. Pages 171 and 172 of the DEIR contain the methodology 
and standards.  In addition to the 36-inch DBH+ standard, there are other factors applied (a-f), 
and any hardwoods that appear to be old growth will determine which hardwoods will be 
retained. This approach was considered adequate for old-growth hardwood retention. Please 
also refer to General Response 2. 

Response to Comment 148.3 
The DEIR contains discussion on existing snag levels on pages 218-220 and desired snag levels 
with retention and mitigation to achieve the desired goal on pages 264 and 265. This discussion 
includes hardwood species within the retention standards.  

Response to Comment 148.4 
The DFMP and DEIR both discuss that the goal for hardwood retention levels for JDSF are 
approximately 10% on the west end, and 15% on the east end, of the total stand basal area. The 
goal for the retention levels is based on the natural level of occurrence of hardwoods within the 
stands of JDSF. Retention levels that include areas outside WLPZ boundaries and account for 
maintaining biological values are applied across the Forest. 

Response to Comment 148 
Please refer to Response RC-148.4. 

Response to Comment 148.6 
Please refer to General Response 1.   
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Letter WE-150 
 
Response to Comment 150.1 
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 150.2 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 150.3  
Please refer to Response EC-37.4 and General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 150.4 
Please refer to General Responses 2 and 9. 
 
Response to Comment 150.5 
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 150.6 
Please refer to General Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment 150.7 
Please refer to General Responses 2 and 9. 
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Letter PH-151 
 
Response to Comment 151.1 
Alternative E was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative, but it is not the 
preferred alternative because it does not comply with the CDF’s Legislative mandate and 
project objectives; therefore this alternative was not selected.  JDSF is required to comply with 
the Legislative mandate (PRC 4631) and Board Policy (0351.2), which describe timber 
production as the primary land use on the forest (DEIR pages 9 and 10).  The DFMP complies 
with the mandate and Board Policy, as well as providing suitable protection of public-trust 
resources (fish, wildlife, etc.) as analyzed in the DEIR. 
 
Please refer to General Responses 4 and 7 regarding the comment that states “restoring the 
forest to old-growth approximating conditions.” 
 
Please refer to Responses RS-201.7 and 201.12 regarding research, demonstration, and public 
outreach programs. 
 
Please refer to General Response 9 for analysis of cumulative impacts. 
 
Please refer to Response JN-364.4B regarding the comment that states “Provisions to streams 
from impacts of timber extraction bear no relation to the widely accepted latest science.”   
 
Please refer to General Response 5 regarding Marbled Murrelets. 
 
Response to Comment 151.2 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 151.3 
Please refer to General Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment 151.4 
Please refer to General Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 151.5  
Please refer to General Response 7.  
  
Response to Comment 151.6 
Please refer to General Response 8.  
 
Response to Comment 151.7 
Please refer to Response F8.5. 
 
Response to Comment 151.8 
Please refer to Response F8.6. 
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Response to Comment 151.9 
Please refer to Responses F7.8 and F7.9. 
 
Response to Comment 151.10 
Please refer to Response F8.10. 
 
Response to Comment 151.11 
Please refer to Response GK-215. 
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Letter LM-155 
 
Response to Comment 155.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 155.2 
Please refer to General Responses 2 and 7, and Response PS-2.2.  
 
Response to Comment 155.3 
Please refer to General Response 9. 
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Letter SH-157 
 
Response to Comment 157.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 157.2 
Please refer to General Responses 2, 7, and 9 and Response PS-2.2. 
 
Response to Comment 157.3 
Please refer to General Response 1. 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-110  

 
 
 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-111  

Letter ET-159 
 
Response to Comment 159.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter SM-160 
 
Response to Comment 160.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter PP-165 
 
Response to Comments 165.1 and 165.2 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2. 
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Letter EZ-168 
 
Response to Comments 168.1 
The state forest is managed to demonstrate a wide variety of stand management and timber 
harvesting techniques.  It is expected that private landowners throughout the region also utilize 
some methods of harvest.  While some people find even-aged management to be objectionable, 
this does not alter the fact that it will continue to be used by forest landowners throughout the 
State, and one that the state forest system is mandated to continue to demonstrate and research. 
 
The dense mature second growth forest present on JDSF is the product of historic clear cutting 
on a broad scale as described in the DEIR.  More recently, the practice of clear cutting has 
declined.  Table 21 on DEIR page 161 indicates that 1,913 acres have been clearcut 1980.    The 
majority of the clear cutting occurred prior to 1990, with less than 300 acres of clear cutting since 
1990. Even-aged management has been conducted in compliance with forest practice 
regulations that include provisions for cutting unit or patch size, unit spacing, and time and 
stocking requirements to be met before adjacent stands can be cut.  One of the goals of JDSF is 
to maintain a diverse range of timber and habitat conditions, including some clearcut areas, to 
promote a diverse research program and diverse habitats.   
 
Additional information on silvicultural methods used on JDSF is contained in the Draft 
Management Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  This public information may be 
accessed on CDF’s website, CDF Howard Forest Fire Station near Willits, JDSF Headquarters in 
Fort Bragg, the CDF office in Santa Rosa, and the public libraries in Ukiah and in Fort Bragg.  
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Letter JA-175 
 
Response to Comment 175.1 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2.  Endangered species protection and recovery and 
regional watershed and conservation planning were considered as alternatives, but not 
considered in detail.  Please refer to DEIR pages 57 – 60 for the rationale. Protection and 
maintenance of resources is provided in the Plan to insure no significant adverse effects will 
occur to sensitive species as a result of implementation. 
 
Response to Comment 175.2 and 175.3 
Please refer to General Response 1 and 2.  Late seral recruitment is provided for in the Plan and 
analyzed in the DEIR.  No significant adverse effects related to late seral habitat would occur as 
a result of implementation. 
 
The area south of Little Lake Road (Road 408) indicated on the map attached to the comments is 
not included in the short-term harvest schedule.  No harvesting is planned in the area.  
Mushroom picking will not be affected.  The area is included in an uneven-aged management 
area that will retain significant late seral characteristics should harvest occur in the future. 
 
Response to Comment 175.4 
Please refer to General Response 2.  Please refer to Response EC-37.4. 
 
Response to Comment 175.5 
Please refer to General Response 1 and Response RL-238.19 and .20.  The DEIR analyzed the 
Silvicultural Allocation Plan (SAP) of the DFMP (page 33; DEIR Section VII 6.3 Timber 
Resources).  It was determined that the SAP was compatible with the Legislative Mandate, 
Board Policies, FPR, and would result in no significant adverse impacts as a result of 
implementation. 
 
The proposed annual harvest level of 31-33 MMBF within the period of the Plan was 
determined to be compatible with the goal of non-declining inventory.  As discussed on page 
182 of the DEIR, a: 
 

…harvest level that averages 31-33 million board feet per year is 
less than the modeled growth and LTSY projection of 40 to 50 
million board feet per year, and significantly less than the 
measured growth of 65 million board feet per year. 

 
No significant adverse effects related to the proposed rate of cut are anticipated. 
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Response to Comment 175.6 
Please refer to General Response 1.  Page 60 of the DEIR includes a discussion of the alternative 
"Regional Watershed and Conservation Planning.”  This alternative considered JDSF's 
ecological importance at a regional scale, but was eliminated from further consideration and 
analysis due to technical infeasibility, expansion of the project scope and geographic area 
beyond the DFMP's basic purpose, and the likelihood of increased impacts associated with 
more intense off-site activities resulting from using JDSF as a mitigation bank.  The 
management of JDSF as proposed in the DFMP and assessed in the DEIR will not have a 
significant impact on coho, marbled murrelets, or other sensitive species.   
 
Response to Comment 175.7 
This proposal was considered in Alternative E--Late Seral Emphasis.  Alternative E was 
determined to be the environmentally superior alternative, but it is not the preferred alternative 
because it does not comply with the CDF’s Legislative mandate and project objectives; therefore 
this alternative was not selected.  JDSF is required to comply with the Legislative mandate (PRC 
4631) and Board Policy (0351.2), which describe timber production as the primary land use on 
the forest (DEIR pages 9 and 10).  The DFMP complies with the mandate and Board Policy, as 
well as providing suitable protection of public-trust resources (fish, wildlife, etc.) as analyzed in 
the DEIR. 
 
Late seral development will be minimal in the short term due to the long timeline needed to 
develop late seral characteristics. 
 
Response to Comment 175.8 
The Mendocino Woodlands Special Treatment Area (MWSTA) comprises a total of 2,511 acres 
located adjacent to the Mendocino Woodlands where JDSF activities are focused to promote 
late-succession forest conditions, maintain aesthetic qualities, and limit impacts on the 
operation of Mendocino Woodlands (DFMP page 147).  Page 31 of the DFMP describes a 
Memorandum of Understanding between CDF and the Department of Parks and Recreation, 
where provisions of the Memorandum are intended to protect the use and values associated 
with the Mendocino Woodlands camp area.  As such, boundaries of the MWSTA were 
established for this consideration, and it is unnecessary to expand beyond the current location.  
 
Response to Comment 175.9 
Please refer to response to comment JN-364.4  
 
Response to Comment 175.10  
The Big River and Noyo River watersheds are listed as sediment impaired by the EPA, other 
watersheds in JDSF are not.  Also, please refer to Responses FR-126.16 and .28, and HW-196.1. 
 
Measures to reduce sediment input into stream channels are contained in the DFMP and 
discussed in the DEIR.  Measures to remove sediment deposition from legacy roads are 
contained in the DFMP and discussed in the DEIR.  Also, please refer to response FR-126.25 
(RWQCB) regarding the action plan for implementing TMDLs established by the USEPA. 
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Response to Comment 175.11 
The DFMP contains provisions for protection of old-growth stands and trees located outside of 
identified stands.  The protection measures are described on pages 59-60 of the DFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 175.12 
Please refer to General Response 3. 
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Letter EB-176 
 
Response to Comment 176.1 and 176.2 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2. 
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Letter SK-194 
 
Response to Comment 194.1 
Please refer to General Response 1 and Response JA-175.5. 
 
Response to Comment 194.2 
Please refer to General Response 5. 
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Letter HW-196 
 
Response to Comment 196.1 and 196.2 
The concerns expressed regarding clear cutting slopes within JDSF and the inferred increases in 
landsliding have not been documented during the extensive studies in the Caspar Creek 
watershed.  In the North Fork of Caspar Creek, where half of the watershed was clearcut 
between 1985 and 1991, the number and size of landslides after timber operations have been 
similar in logged and unlogged units (Cafferata and Spittler, 1998).  While removal of canopy 
does alter hydrologic conditions within hillslopes, these changes appear to trigger landslides 
only on the most sensitive slopes.  Qualified geologists can recognize most hillslopes that may 
be impacted by even minor hydrologic changes in the field.  As the proposed management plan 
requires inspection of susceptible hillslopes by licensed geologists, the plan appears to 
adequately mitigate the potential for significant impacts associated with management-related 
landsliding and sedimentation.  Please refer to General Response 1 and 8.   
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Letter EP-199 
 
Response to Comment 199.1 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2.   
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Letter SN-200  
 
Response to Comment SN-200.1 
Efforts were made to review the most recent information available and, as appropriate, 
incorporate it into the final EIR. Specific references mentioned in the comments were evaluated 
as available and sections were updated using this new information.  This primarily included 
incorporating the information regarding murrelets at Russian Gulch State Park and elsewhere 
in Mendocino County.  Also, please refer to Response GP-129.5. 
 
Murrelet nesting habitat: Although murrelets are known to nest in younger stands and even on 
rocky cliffs in other parts of their range, murrelets in California typically nest in old growth.  
Individual old-growth trees within a younger stand are referred to as “residuals.”  The most 
important feature of murrelet nest stands is the availability of nest platforms.  Platforms are 
slow to develop in redwood because of their relatively small limb size and resistance to disease.  
Douglas-fir, Sitka spruce, hemlock, white-fir, and other “white-wood” conifers and some 
species of hardwood (e.g. big leaf maple, tanoak), develop larger limb structure and are less 
resistant than redwood to mistletoe and other infestations which could lead to potential 
platforms.   
 
The references provided in the comment indicate that murrelets nest in habitats other than old 
growth in Washington and Oregon, however, this is obviously the exception rather than the 
rule when one looks at “use vs. availability.”  If murrelets commonly used this variety of nest 
structures, the potential nesting habitat would be significantly expanded.  In other words, these 
nesting situations are considered atypical.  The references provided do not indicate that 
murrelets have nested in anything but old growth in California.  
 
Response to Comment SN-200.2 
Please refer to response SN-200.1.  Occurrence of murrelets in Mendocino County and in the 
vicinity of JDSF have been updated with the following information, and should have been 
added to the end of third paragraph on page 248 of the DEIR:   
 

Birds have also been detected at Alder Creek, Admiral Stanley 
State Park, Branscomb reserve, Big River, Greenwood Creek, 
Gualala River, and Garcia River (J. Stein pers. comm in K. 
Nelson’s Comment dated July 15, 2002; comment SN-200).  No 
specific information, such as observer, survey type, dates, 
numbers and type of detections, etc., was provided. 

 
Response to Comment SN-200.3 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Response to Comment 200.4 and 200.5 
Please refer to General Response 5. 
 
With regard to the comment, “The environmental gradient from the wet on the west side to dry on the 
east side of JDSF makes the east side less favorable for murrelet nesting (hotter microclimate and fewer 
nesting opportunities, less substrate for nesting).”  Although this may be somewhat true from a 
climatic standpoint, the east side is still well within the known nesting range of the murrelet.  
Also, the majority of old-growth stands are in the northern and eastern portions of the forest 
(DEIR Figure H), and there tend to be more aggregations of old growth in the eastern portion of 
the Forest due to past harvesting practices.  The development of habitat in the western portion 
of JDSF will take longer than it will in areas containing old-growth groves and aggregates.  
Much of the western and southern portions of JDSF are interspersed or adjacent to private in-
holdings and urban development, and naturally fragmented by pygmy forests.  
 
Response to Comment SN-200.6 
Please refer to page 269 of the DEIR and General Response 1.  The proposed management 
practices as described in the DFMP will protect existing murrelet habitat and lead to the 
development of additional murrelet habitat over time. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.7 
Please refer to Response WW-237.2. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.8 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.9 
The proposed WLPZ of up to 150 feet extend to this distance on both sides of the creek which 
totals up to 300 feet not including the watercourse channel.  In addition please refer to 
Responses WW-237.8 and RL-238.22. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.10 
Although it has been demonstrated that corvid populations are greater in fragmented forests 
and in areas of human activities, murrelets are known to nest or at least showed occupied 
behaviors, under these circumstances at many of the parks located in northwestern California, 
most notably at nearby Russian Gulch State Park and also Prairie Creek Redwoods State Park, 
Redwood National Park, Humboldt Redwoods State Park, and Grizzly Creek Redwoods State 
Park.  Numerous murrelets can be detected on any given morning in June and July at the main 
parking lot at Elk Prairie in Prairie Creek Redwoods State Park.  This area receives numerous 
visitors every day of the summer.   Recreational activities in an area do not preclude the area 
from being used by murrelets or from being considered as suitable habitat.   
 
Response to Comment 200.11 and 200.12  
As stated in the DEIR, murrelets have not been documented on JDSF.  Surveys will be 
completed on a project basis were potential habitat would be affected.  If occupied stands are 
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discovered, CDF will consult with DFG and appropriate mitigations will be developed.  Also, 
please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.13 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.14 
Please refer to Response WW-237.2. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.15 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.16 
Please refer to Response SN-200.1, WW-237.2, and General Response 2.  No murrelets have been 
detected on JDSF, although two potential observations have been made.    
 
Response to Comment SN-200.17 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 200.18–200.20 
Please refer to Responses WW-237.8, RL-238.22, and General Response 1.  
 
 Response to Comment 200.4 and 200.5 
Please refer to General Response 5. 
 
With regard to the comment, “The environmental gradient from the wet on the west side to dry on the 
east side of JDSF makes the east side less favorable for murrelet nesting (hotter microclimate and fewer 
nesting opportunities, less substrate for nesting).”  Although this may be somewhat true from a 
climatic standpoint, the east side is still well within the known nesting range of the murrelet.  
Also, the majority of old-growth stands are in the northern and eastern portions of the forest 
(DEIR Figure H), and there tend to be more aggregations of old growth in the eastern portion of 
the Forest due to past harvesting practices.  The development of habitat in the western portion 
of JDSF will take longer than it will in areas containing old-growth groves and aggregates.  
Much of the western and southern portions of JDSF are interspersed or adjacent to private in-
holdings and urban development, and naturally fragmented by pygmy forests.  
 
Response to Comment SN-200.6 
Please refer to page 269 of the DEIR and General Response 1.  The proposed management 
practices as described in the DFMP will protect existing murrelet habitat and lead to the 
development of additional murrelet habitat over time. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.7 
Please refer to Response WW-237-2. 
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Response to Comment SN-200.8 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.9 
The proposed WLPZ of up to 150 feet extend to this distance on both sides of the creek which 
totals up to 300 feet not including the watercourse channel.  In addition please refer to 
Responses WW-237.8 and RL-238.22. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.10 
Although it has been demonstrated that corvid populations are greater in fragmented forests 
and in areas of human activities, murrelets are known to nest or at least showed occupied 
behaviors, under these circumstances at many of the parks located in northwestern California, 
most notably at nearby Russian Gulch State Park and also Prairie Creek Redwoods State Park, 
Redwood National Park, Humboldt Redwoods State Park, and Grizzly Creek Redwoods State 
Park.  Numerous murrelets can be detected on any given morning in June and July at the main 
parking lot at Elk Prairie in Prairie Creek Redwoods State Park.  This area receives numerous 
visitors every day of the summer.   Recreational activities in an area do not preclude the area 
from being used by murrelets or from being considered as suitable habitat.   
 
Response to Comment 200.11 and 200.12  
As stated in the DEIR, murrelets have not been documented on JDSF.  Surveys will be 
completed on a project basis were potential habitat would be affected.  If occupied stands are 
discovered, CDF will consult with DFG and appropriate mitigations will be developed.  Also, 
please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.13 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.14 
Please refer to Response WW-237.2. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.15 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment SN-200.16 
Please refer to Response SN-200.1, WW-237.2, and General Response 2.  No murrelets have been 
detected on JDSF, although two potential observations have been made.    
 
Response to Comment SN-200.17 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 200.18–200.20 
Please refer to Responses WW-237.8, RL-238.22, and General Response 1.  
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Letter RS-201 
 
Response to Comment 201.1 
The level of detail presented in the DEIR, as well as the DFMP and Alternative “A,” is 
appropriate for the program level DEIR completed for the DFMP.  Please refer to Response VT-
241.1 for more information relating to CEQA requirements for the level of detail that is 
appropriate for a program EIR.  The type of information requested in the comment is more 
appropriate to provide on a project level analysis such as a THP or NTMP. 
 
Providing the level of detail requested is not reasonable given the size of JDSF and the policy 
level direction provided in the DFMP.  The management compartments currently delineated on 
the Forest are broad areas identified for the silvicultural allocation plan.  Not all of the 
compartments are included in the short term harvest schedule, and it is not known at this time 
which compartments may be scheduled for harvest plans in that time frame.  Furthermore, 
actual harvest area boundaries, yarding methods, specific silvicultural treatments, among other 
details, will be determined after site specific evaluation by resource professionals.  Presenting 
specific information at the management compartment level would not provide for a more 
meaningful analysis of the proposed project due to these uncertainties.  Further segregation into 
smaller compartments would be highly speculative at this time. 
 
Also, please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 201.2 
Please refer to General Response 1 and Response RS-201.1.  The DFMP and DEIR explicitly 
discuss management regimes for second-growth stands.  A detailed silvicultural allocation plan 
is provided and analyzed.  The second growth stands will be managed to achieve the desired 
future conditions as described in the DFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 201.3 
Please refer to General Response 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 201.4 
The DFMP includes provisions to collaborate between JDSF and outside agencies and groups by 
establishing a Forest Learning Center and an Interpretive Center.  The Center would be utilized 
to educate people about ongoing research that is conducted within JDSF and can be found on 
pages 12 and 32 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 201.5 
This comment refers to a need for JDSF management to be audited by non-CDF personnel. The 
DFMP provides for periodic monitoring to evaluate progress toward the stated goals in the 
DFMP. In the case that monitoring results indicate that resource conditions have deviated from 
the desired trajectory or new policies have been put in place, which may require modification of 
management regimes, provisions for adaptive management are provided to ensure flexibility of 
the DFMP (DEIR pages 12 and 32).  Also, please refer to General Response 1. 
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Response to Comment 201.6 
The Commenter would like JDSF to have its own Advisory Committee composed of various 
stakeholders, rather than rely on the State Advisory Committee.  The DFMP does not establish a 
formal mechanism by which to form an Advisory Committee specific for JDSF.  Input from 
interested organizations, both public and private, regarding future CEQA review for individual 
projects will continue to be received by CDF.  The State Forest Advisory Committee may 
provide an additional means of input for these organizations (DFMP, p. 62).  The Committee 
provides overview and assists in the identification and prioritization of research and 
demonstration projects, as well as advice on a host of other potential issues.  The Committee is 
appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the Director of CDF and provides a source of counsel 
on specific issues brought to the Committee by the Director or staff on behalf of the Director.  
The Committee represents the entire State Forest system, with individual members of the 
Committee representing areas located near specific Demonstration State Forests.   
 
Research and demonstration needs and priorities for JDSF are identified in the DFMP on page 
96. As stated “With potentially conflicting demands for research and demonstration, a process 
for identification of needs, prioritization, and allocation of funding is necessary. An advisory 
committee appointed by the Director of Forestry and Fire Protection will provide overview and 
assist in the identification and prioritization of research and demonstration projects in order to 
provide appropriate representation for the public, timberland owners, resource professionals, 
educational institutions, state and local government, and state forest management staff.  
 
State Forest staff has formulated a series of questions designed to establish the relevancy and 
priority for proposals suggested by staff or received from other sources.  Based on this series of 
questions, the Forest staff has identified a number of research priorities for the planning period 
that will be considered together with priorities identified by other sources. Also, please refer to 
General Response 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 201.7 
Future public education and outreach programs that demonstrate ongoing research and 
management at JDSF are included as provisions in the DFMP and DEIR (DEIR page 11).   The 
DFMP includes a discussion regarding future planning, research, and demonstration and 
includes potential additions such as a Forest Learning Center, JDSF Interpretive Center, State 
Forest Data Bank, public and professional education, cooperatives, publications, symposiums, 
tours, Internet Web Page, and demonstrations.  
 
Response to Comment 201.8   
The Desired Future Conditions and Planned Management Chapter of the DFMP include a 
discussion regarding the timber sale program on JDSF (DFMP, pages 57-58).  It states:  
“The majority of timber harvesting operations will continue to be conducted through the same 
type of timber sale program that has been in place for the past 40 years, as described in Chapter 
2.  Typically, one Timber Harvesting Plan will be prepared for each timber sale. Sizes of 
individual sales will normally fall between about five million and ten million board feet, 
although sale-specific requirements may result in occasional sales as small as one or two million 
board feet or as large as 15 million board feet. 
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The Forest will pursue opportunities to market small blocks of timber to individuals, small 
businesses, and other non-traditional timber purchasers. The timber sale staff will investigate 
the possibility of either targeting small sales to registered small businesses, or giving registered 
small businesses a preferential allowance in the bid award process. 
 
Also, please refer to General Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 201.9  
Each timber harvest plan includes an assessment of potential environmental impacts, both 
individual and cumulative.  Aesthetic considerations are included in the assessment.  The 
degree of attention and mitigation provided for aesthetic considerations varies according to the 
location of the harvest, specific provisions of the harvest, and the amount and type of exposure 
to the public.  It is CDF’s intent to mitigate aesthetic impacts to a level that is less than 
significant while maintaining scenic qualities in areas with significant public use.  The 
suggested measures (above) will be considered on a site-specific basis depending upon 
anticipated conditions.  
 
Please refer to General Response 1 and Response F8.8. 
 
Response to Comment 201.10 
Comment regarding the request that the future JDSF wildlife biologist should focus on non-
regulatory matters has been noted.   Please refer to General Response 1.   
 
Response to Comment 201.11 
Please refer to Response F3.4 and Response PS-2.5. 
 
Response to Comment 201.12  
Research and demonstration needs and priorities for JDSF are identified in the DFMP (page 96).  
This discussion includes recommendations for topics that have higher priority and include the 
following recommendations: 
 
• Growth Modeling of Redwood Forest types - Young Tree. 
• Demonstration of Sustained Un-even aged Forestry. 
• Spatial Dynamics of Stand Structure. 
• Documentation and Synthesis of Existing Information on Coast Redwood Forests. 
 
Yield tables developed for uneven-aged management would begin with the research needs 
already identified. The procedures for initiating these projects are identified in the DFMP (pages 
91-92).  Also, please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter GK-215 
 
Response to Comment 215.1  
Please refer to Responses F3.4, PS-2.5, and General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comments 215.2 
The DEIR contains extensive discussions regarding JDSF’s recreation opportunities, 
management, and future goals.  Please refer to the Recreation Section of the DEIR for general 
analysis of the DFMP proposed management of recreation areas.  Also, please refer to General 
Response 1. 
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Letter GJ-236  (California Native Plant Society, CNPS) 
 
Response to Comment 236.1 
Additional protection for rare, threatened and endangered plants are provided by the California 
Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code §§2050 et seq.), the Federal Endangered Species 
Act (16 U.S.C.A. §§ 1531 et seq.), and the California Environmental Quality Act.  CDF believes 
that the protection for plant described in the Management Plan and this EIR meet the 
requirements of all these statutes.  Please see also response to comment GJ-236.3, below. 
 
Response to Comment 236.2 
This comment raises a legal issue, not an environmental issue.  As described in Response 236.1, 
CDF believes the Management Plan will meet the requirements of all the statutes protecting 
rare, threatened, and endangered plants. 
 
Response to Comment 236.3 
Regarding the NPPA paragraph in the EIR, please refer to response to comment GJ-236.10E, 
below, for text that supercedes the DEIR regarding the intent of JDSF to address sensitive plant 
resources with scoping, surveying, and mitigating irregardless of the NPPA salvage exemption. 
 
Response to Comment 236.4 
In July 1999, CDF provided to all Registered Professional Foresters (RPFs) CDF Guidelines for 
Species Surveys, Avoidance of Significant Impacts and Identified Mitigations.  The Guidelines were 
developed to provide RPFs information to aid in meeting various legal requirements, 
particularly 14 CCR §§1034(w) and 919.4.  The guidelines describe a general approach to 
scoping, surveys, and mitigation development for Timber Harvesting Plans, Nonindustrial 
Timber Management Plans, and PTHPs.  In addition, the DFG guidelines  will be used as a 
guide in formulation of survey for sensitive plants.   The DFG Guidelines are just that – 
guidelines.  See also Responses 236.5, 236.9 and 236.10.  
 
Response to Comment 236.5 
It is true that little is known about the botanical resources on JDSF, but through project-by-
project scoping and survey, knowledge of sensitive plant species and the flora of JDSF will 
increase.  The proposed project-by-project scoping, surveys, and development of project 
measures will avoid or minimize significant impacts to sensitive plant resources.  Please refer to 
response to comment GJ-236.10, below, for various text changes to the DEIR and DFMP 
regarding aspects of scoping and surveying. 
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Response to Comment 236.6 
Changes have been made to the DFMP and DEIR to increase informational consistency.  The 
following is a list of updates that address consistency in species information. 

236.6A. In the DEIR and Management Plan, the Plant Species of Concern list (p. 143 of 
the DEIR and p. 62 of the DFMP) is as follows:  
 
Plant and Lichen Species of Concern 

• Arctostaphylos mendocinoensis, “pygmy manzanita” 
• Astragalus agnicidus, “Humboldt milkvetch” 
• Calamagrostis bolanderi, “Bolander’s reed grass” 
• Campanula californica, “swamp harebell” 
• Carex californica, “California sedge” 
• Cupressus goveniana ssp. pigmaea, “pygmy cypress” 
• Lilium maritimum, “coast lily” 
• Lycopodium clavatum, “running-pine” 
• Mitella caulescens, “leafy-stemmed mitrewort” 
• Pinus contorta ssp. bolanderi, “Bolander’s pine” 
• Usnea longissima, “long-beard lichen” 

236.6B. Additionally, the Decision and Rationale column in Appendix 8D-3 of the DEIR 
for the Lycopodium clavatum row should have read: “Known.”   

236.6C. See response to comment GJ-236.10L, mitigation 7, below, for text changes in the 
first bullet under the Plant and Animal Species of Concern Possibly Present on the JDSF 
list in the DFMP for an updated list of sensitive plant species that have the potential to 
occur on JDSF. 

236.6D. The scoping, survey, and mitigation process should allow for inclusion of 
species that are not on Table 14, so addition and removal of sensitive species to and from 
Table 14 should not affect protection of sensitive species.  After reviewing DFG’s 
comments and available habitat information, CDF concurs that it is reasonable to 
remove the above-mentioned species from Table 14.  Table 14 of the DEIR and the list of 
Plant and Animal Species of Concern Possibly Present on JDSF on p. 68 of the DFMP 
will have the following species removed based on best available current knowledge of 
the species range and likely habitat: Arenaria paludicola “marsh sandwort,” Castilleja 
mendocinensis “Mendocino coast Indian paintbrush,” Horkelia marinensis “Point Reyes 
horkelia,” Limnanthes bakeri “Baker’s meadowfoam,” Navarretia leucocephala ssp. bakeri 
“Baker’s navarretia,” and Phacelia insularis var. continentis “North Coast phacelia.”  of the 
above, only Castilleja mendocinensis and Horkelia marinensis are in the DFMP list.  
Limnanthes bakeri was mistakenly listed in Table 14 but was listed in Table 15 as 
“Unlikely.”  

In Appendix 8D-1 of the EIR, the following species descriptions should not have been 
included: Arenaria paludicola “marsh sandwort,” Castilleja mendocinensis “Mendocino 
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coast Indian paintbrush,” Horkelia marinensis “Point Reyes horkelia,” Navarretia 
leucocephala ssp. bakeri “Baker’s navarretia,” and Phacelia insularis var. continentis “North 
Coast phacelia.”  Limnanthes bakeri was not included in Appendix 8D-1. 

The Decision and Rationale column of Appendix 8D-3 should have included the following: 

• (Arenaria paludicola) “Unlikely (misidentification for Mendocino Co., according to DFG 
comments for the DEIR)” 

• (Horkelia marinensis) “Unlikely (coastal dunes, coastal prairie, coastal scrub/sandy)” 

• (Navarretia leucocephala ssp. bakeri) “Watch for (meadows, valley and foothill grassland) 

• (Phacelia insularis var. continentis) “Unlikely (coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, sandy 
soils, and bluffs) 

• Note that no change is needed for the Decision and Rationale for excluding Castilleja 
mendocinensis and Limnanthes bakeri from Table 14; they are already listed as 
“unlikely.” 

 

236.6E. Table 14 should have been titled, “SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND LICHEN 
SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL OCCURRENCES WITHIN JDS” and should have  
included long-beard lichen.  Table 14 of the final EIR and the Plant and Animal Species 
of Concern Possibly Present on JDSF list in the Management Plan (first bullet under this 
section on p. 68 of the DFMP) should have included the following: 

• Boschniakia hookeri “small groundcone,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, Federal None 

• Glyceria grandis “American manna grass,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, Federal 
None 

• Usnea longissima “long-beard lichen,” CNPS None, RED None, State None, Federal None 

An extra sentence should have been inserted in the final EIR just after Table 14 that 
discussed the ranking that qualifies this lichen to be considered sensitive.  The sentence 
in the final EIR will state: “Usnea longissima is considered a sensitive lichen due to a Global 
Rank of G3 (21-100 element occurrences OR 3,000-10,000 individuals OR 10,000-50,000 acres) 
and a State Rank of S2.1 (6-20 element occurrences OR 1,000-3,000 individuals OR 2,000-
10,000 acres; very threatened) as listed in DFG’s Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and 
Lichens List (Natural Diversity Database July 2002).” 

Species descriptions (presented separately from this response letter) for the above three 
species should have been included in Appendix 8D-1 of the final EIR.  Appendix 8D-1 
should have titled, “Species descriptions for rare, threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant 
and lichen species potentially occurring on JDSF.”   

These species should have been included in Appendix 8D-3 of the final EIR as follows: 
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• Boschniakia hookeri “small groundcone,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, Federal 
None, Decision and Rationale: Likely (recent detection in coastal forest in Mendocino Co. 
according to DFG comments for the DEIR) 

• Glyceria grandis “American manna grass,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, Federal 
None, Decision and Rationale: Likely (forested riparian areas and wetlands) 

• Usnea longissima “long-beard lichen,” CNPS None, RED None, State None, Federal None, 
Decision and Rationale: Known (recent detection on JDSF by DFG Environmental Scientist 
Ms. Clare Golec) 

 
236.6F. According to DFG comments, the following “Angelica lucida, Antirrhinum virga, Asclepias 
solanoana, Astragalus breweri, Calystegia collina ssp. oxyphylla, Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi, 
Cypripedium californicum, Eriogonum strictum var. greenei, Eriogonum umbellatum var. bahiiforme, 
Eschscholzia hypecoides, Gilia sinistra ssp. pinnatisecta, Glehnia littoralis ssp. leiocarpa, Hackelia 
amethystine, Linanthus rattanii, Lomatium engelmannii, Melica spectabilis, Mimulus nudatus, 
Navarretia cotulifolia, Navarretia subuligera, Orobanche valida ssp. howellii, Silene campanulata ssp. 
campanulata, Stellaria littoralis, Streptanthus barbiger, Streptanthus drepanoides.” are not likely to 
occur on JDSF.  Table 15 and the Plant and Animal Species of Concern Possibly Present on 
JDSF list in the Management Plan should not  include the above species. 

236.6G. Two CNPS list 3 species that were included in Appendix 8D-3 should have been 
included in Table 15, as follows: 

• Cardamine pachystigma var. dissectifolia, Common Name: dissected-leaved toothwort, 
Family: Brassicaceae 

• Hemizonia congesta ssp. leucocephala, Common Name: Hayfield tarplant, Family: 
Asteraceae 

Table 15 should have been titled, “Table 15  CNPS List 3 and 4 species that may potentially 
occur within JDSF” 

No other CNPS list 3 species, except the above two, resulted from the query of the CNPS 
Inventory for the project and adjacent quadrangles.  However, DFG indicates that the following 
additional list three plant specie has the potential to occur on JDSF (Pers. Com CDFG September 
3, 2002): 
 

• Erigeron biolettii, common name: streamside daisy. 

 Other list 3 species may also potentially occur on the JDSF based on habitat 
requirements.  Sensitive plant species that are not listed in Table 14 or 15 but that have 
the potential to occur on JDSF will be addressed through the adaptive nature of the 
proposed scoping, survey, and mitigation process with input from DFG. 

With the addition of List 3 species to Table 15, it is appropriate to add text to the 
paragraph before Table 15 to incorporate List 3 species into the scoping process.  The 
paragraph before Table 15 (found on p. 138 of the DEIR) should have included the 
following sentence, “In addition, species that are listed by CNPS as plants about which we 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-172  

need more information (List 3) and plants of unlimited distribution (List 4) should be considered 
during scoping.” 

236.6H. As with Table 14, Table 15 should have contained species that are likely to occur 
on the JDSF and exclude species that are not as likely to occur.  Therefore, based on 
DFG’s comments and recommendations, Table 15 of the final EIR should not have 
included the following species: 

Angelica lucida, Antirrhinum virga, Asclepias solanoana, Astragalus 
breweri, , Calystegia collina ssp. oxyphylla, Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi, 
Cypripedium californicum, Eriogonum strictum var. greenei, 
Eriogonum umbellatum var. bahiiforme, Eschscholzia hypecoides, Gilia 
sinistra ssp. pinnatisecta, Glehnia littoralis ssp. leiocarpa, Hackelia 
amethystine, Linanthus rattanii, Lomatium engelmannii, Melica 
spectabilis, Mimulus nudatus, Navarretia cotulifolia, Navarretia 
subuligera, Orobanche valida ssp. howellii, Silene campanulata ssp. 
campanulata, Stellaria littoralis, Streptanthus barbiger, Streptanthus 
drepanoides. 

236.6I. In the DEIR, the second sentence of the Federal and State-listed Plant Species 
paragraph (on p. 139 of the DEIR) should have read “Five additional plant species are 
considered by the State of California to be endangered or rare.”  The following sentence should 
also have been included in the that paragraph EIR: “North Coast semaphore grass 
(Pleuropogon hooverianus) is a state listed rare species and is a candidate for state listed 
endangered.” 

 
To clarify the DEIR, the last sentence in the Scoping section (p. 145 of the DEIR) should have 
included the following:  
 

• In general, the pre-project scoping process will include DFG input referencing Tables 14 
and 15 of the EIR, Appendix 8D-1 and 8D-3, available database information from the 
California Natural Diversity Database and CNPS Inventory , and other sources of 
sensitive plant habitat and occurrence data. 

 

The above-stated sentence will also become the first bullet under the Species Protection section 
(p. 62) of the DFMP (see response to comment GJ-236.10L, Mitigation 3). 

 The Decision and Rationale column of Appendix 8D-3 in the DEIR should have included: 

• Erigeron supplex “Watch for in coastal prairie/coastal bluff scrub”(according to GJ-236) 
 
 
Response to Comment 236.7 
To clarify, in the final EIR, the last sentence in the Scoping section (p. 145 of the DEIR) should 
have included the following:  
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• In general, the pre-project scoping process will include DFG input referencing Tables 14 
and 15 of the EIR, Appendix 8D-1 and 8D-3, available database information from the 
California Natural Diversity Database and CNPS Inventory, and other sources of 
sensitive plant habitat and occurrence data. 

 

The above-stated sentence will also become the first bullet under the Species Protection section 
(p. 62) of the DFMP (see response to comment GJ-236.10L, Mitigation 3). 

 The Decision and Rationale column of Appendix 8D-3 in the final EIR should have included: 

• (for Erigeron supplex) “Watch for (coastal prairie/coastal bluff scrub public comment by GJ-236)” 
 
Response to Comment 236.8 
It is true that there is currently not a comprehensive list of plant species that occur on JDSF.  
Once the Management Plan is implemented, inventory of plant resources will occur on a 
project-by-project basis via surveys conducted  patterned after currently-accepted protocol.  
Please refer to response to comment GJ-236.10G and 10L for updated text. 
 
Response to Comment 236.9 
A comprehensive floristic baseline of the JDSF would be very useful but is not a requirement.  
Baseline data will be obtained on a project-by-project basis through surveys  patterned after 
currently-accepted protocol.  It is the intent of JDSF to monitor forest resources as stated in their 
goals and objectives.  Please refer to the following portions of the DEIR that either directly 
incorporate monitoring and inventory or imply that these procedures are necessary for 
implementing the following goals and objectives. 
• p. 26 and 27, Goal #1 

° (objective 1-2) Conduct monitoring of resource management activities to gauge their 
effectiveness in meeting project objectives. 

° (objective 1-3) Demonstrate the compatibilities and conflicts involved in multiple use 
of forest land, and investigate methods to mitigate conflicts. 

° (objective 1-7) Consult and cooperate with universities and colleges, the U.S. Forest 
Service, and other public and private researchers in conducting research and 
demonstration projects.  Enter into cooperative agreements for investigations of 
mutual interest.  Make the State Forest available to educational institutions and other 
agencies for research and demonstration projects. 

• p. 28, Goal #3 

° (objective 3-6) Monitor the development and condition of terrestrial and aquatic 
habitats over time, and apply adaptive management principles to ensure that goals 
are met. 

• p. 28, Goal #4  

° (objective 4-6) Minimize the influence of exotic plants and animals.  
• p. 29, Goal # 6  
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° (objective 6-1) Collect, process, interpret, analyze, update, store, index, and make 
retrievable the array of information and data about the State Forest and its resources 
needed to support Forest planning and management.  

° (objective 6-2) Prepare, monitor and update State Forest Management Plans and 
program area plans. 

• p. 30, Goal # 7  

° (objective 7-1) Preserve native plant species and limit the invasion and spread of 
exotics.  Protect native communities from insect, disease, and plant pests using the 
concept of integrated pest management. 

 
A database would be very useful for tracking and monitoring sensitive plant occurrences across 
the JDSF.  Although a database was not specifically mentioned in the DEIR, tracking biological 
data is a specific objective of JDSF.  Please refer to p. 39 of the DFMP, Data and Information 
Management section:  
 

JDSF is currently building a state-of-the-art information system to 
integrate all survey data on the Forest into a data base 
management system, the State Forest Data Bank.  Future resource 
data will be integrated using a common format.  The enhanced 
access to data will benefit managers, researchers and the public. 

 
Additionally, the CDFG California Natural Diversity Database tracks occurrences of sensitive 
species and will continue to be used as a source of information and repository for sensitive 
species occurrences, habitat and regional locations, etc. 
 
Response to Comment 236.10  

 
236.10A. To clarify that pygmy forests can be considered wetlands, the following should 
become the second-to-last sentence in the fourth paragraph on p. 128 of the DEIR:  
“Swamps, (tree-dominated areas, such as on portions of alluvial redwood floodplains) and pygmy 
forests, can also constitute as wetlands, depending on site conditions 
 
In the same respect, the following should become the second-to-last sentence in the 
Wetlands section (p. 211, section 6.5.1 Setting, second paragraph) of the DEIR: “It is likely 
that some poorly drained areas in the pygmy forest also meet wetland criteria.”  This sentence is 
a direct quote from p. 15 of the DFMP’s Wetlands section. 

236.10B. To incorporate ideas that increase awareness of the sensitive nature of the 
Pygmy Cypress Series, page 132 of the DEIR should have stated:  

• Mendocino pygmy forest, a unique ecological system recognized by the California 
Natural Diversity Database as a sensitive plant community type, occurs only in 
coastal Mendocino County.  
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• Pygmy cypress (Cupressus goveniana ssp. pygmyaea) is a common component in the 
canopy for Pygmy Cypress Series (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995)/pygmy forest 
(Jenny et al. 1969) and is a CNPS list 1B species 

• Shrub species are common and can include hairy manzanita (Arctostaphylos 
columbiana), pygmy manzanita (Arctostaphylos mendocinensis; a CNPS list 1B species) 

• The herbaceous layer can also include two CNPS list 1B species, swamp harebell 
(Campanula californica) and coast lily (Lilium maritimum). 

• It is likely that some poorly drained areas in the pygmy forest also meet wetland 
criteria.”  As mentioned above, this sentence is a direct quote from p. 15 of the 
DFMP. 

236.10C. To clarify that running-pine (Lycopodium clavatum) is not limited to seeps and 
microsites, page 134 of the DEIR should have the section rewritten as: Some sensitive plant 
species, such as pygmy manzanita, show a great affinity to the pygmy forest, while others, such 
as swamp harebell, can be found in both pygmy forests and less site-specific habitats.”  The 
remaining sentences in this same paragraph will be changed to read: “The restrictions on 
activities in WLPZs will provide a measure of protection to some species that are generally 
restricted to riparian areas or wetlands, such as livid sedge.  Some species, such as coast fawn-lily 
and running-pine, are forest generalists and would not necessarily be protected by WLPZ SCAs 

• Forest openings also provide potential habitat for the endangered Humboldt 
milkvetch (Astragalus agnicidus) 

236.10D. To clarify potential concerns as to how the CNPS lists are compiled and why they 
should be incorporated into the scoping, survey, and mitigation process, the following text 
should have been included after the last sentence of the paragraph on p. 138 of the DEIR:  

“The CNPS lists are developed through a formal review process involving a scientific advisory 
committee composed of noted academic, professional, and amateur botanists across the state.  The 
scientific advisory committee reviews the best available data to compile rare, endangered, 
threatened, and uncommon plant lists.  CDFG currently accepts the premise that placement of 
plants on CNPS lists 1A, 1B and 2 provides a fair argument that they qualify as rare, endangered 
or threatened under Section 15380(d) of CEQA (CDFG, comments on DEIR, 2002).” 
 

236.10E. The following should have been included in the last sentence in the NPPA paragraph 
(p. 140 of the DEIR): 

 
Other management activities may not be exempted from Fish and 
Game Code Section 1911 (Fish and Game Code Section 1913).  
Regardless of the exemption allowed to THPs under Fish and 
Game Code Section 1913, it is the stated intent of JDSF to address 
sensitive plants and their habitats on a project basis through 
scoping in consultation with DFG, surveys according to 
appropriate survey guidelines where indicated by the results of 
scoping, assessment of potential impacts, and avoidance or 
mitigation to reduce impacts to level less than significant. 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-176  

 
236.10F. The following should have been inserted after the second sentence in the CEQA 
paragraph for the final EIR (page 140 in the DEIR): 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b) provides the criteria for Endangered, Rare and Threatened species. 
Section 15380(d) states that species that are not on state or federal lists, but that meet the criteria in 
subsection (b) of Section 15380, “shall nevertheless be considered to be endangered, rare, or threatened.” 
CNPS List 1A, 1B, and 2 plant species will be initially presumed to meet these criteria, subject to review 
and reassessment during scoping.  Additionally, under Section 15380, a species will be considered 
Endangered, Rare or Threatened if it is listed as such under the California or Federal Endangered Species 
Act and species designated as candidates for listing by the Fish and Game Commission under the CESA 
are also “presumed to be endangered, rare or threatened.”  The California ESA presumes that 
candidate species meet the criteria for listing as Endangered, Rare, or Threatened. 

 
 

236.10G. To incorporate specific survey protocol and address the goals of adaptive management 
and of inventory stated for the JDSF, the following should have been included on p. 143 and 144 
after the first sentence in the paragraph in the DEIR and p. 62 of the DFMP under the Species 
Protection section: “Survey designs will be based on the concepts contained in the DFG Guidelines for 
Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Plant 
Communities (DFG 2000).  Surveys conducted as part of THP development will follow the practices 
commonly accepted by CDF and CDFG for THP review.  Surveys for other types of projects will 
recognize the specific features of those projects.  (For example, road surface maintenance and roadside 
brushing are ongoing activities that create repeated periodic disturbances, precommercial thinning 
typically occurs a few years following the more substantial disturbance of a commercial harvest, and 
shaded fuel break construction targets ground cover vegetation.)”. 

That paragraph should also have included:  
Observations of rare, threatened or endangered plants or plant 
communities will be recorded on Field Survey Forms and copies provided 
to CDFG ‘s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB 

JDSF will provide for, on an as-needed basis, a sensitive plant identification training 
program to enhance the knowledge of field personnel that may encounter sensitive plant 
resources. Personnel who will be responsible for botanical surveys should meet the 
recommended qualifications for botanical consultants included in the DFG survey 
guidelines (DFG 2000).  Field surveyors should have a demonstrated ability to identify the RTE 
species being surveyed for. 

 

These sentences should also be inserted into the Management Plan to clarify the last bullet at the 
bottom of p. 62 and the first bullet at the top of p. 63 of the DFMP. Regarding discussion of 
botanical surveys for rare, threatened and endangered plant species, it is appropriate to 
maintain consistent language throughout the EIR.  To clarify and maintain consistent language 
regarding the need for pre-project botanical assessment, in the final EIR, the phrase “As 
resources allow” will be removed from the first sentence of the last paragraph in the Plant 
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Species of Concern Possibly Present on JDSF section (page 144 of the DEIR).  This will not 
significantly alter the intent of the EIR. The stated phrase is also part of a sentence under the 
“Plant and Animal Species of Concern Possibly Present on JDSF” section in the Management Plan 
(page 68 of the DFMP) that is presented for a variety of sensitive plant and animal species.  It is 
appropriate to leave the phrase intact in the Management Plan while removing the phrase in the 
portion of the EIR that discusses pre-project assessments for sensitive plant species. 

Additionally, the paragraph under the Surveys section of the DEIR should reflect the 
clarification that currently-accepted survey protocol should be used as guidance in 
formulation of survey (p. 145 of the DEIR and p. 69 of the DFMP), as follows:  

 
When suitable habitat is present within or immediately adjacent to 
the project area, project planning documentation will include 
surveys based on the concepts contained in the DFG Guidelines).and a 
discussion of the efforts made to determine presence or absence of 
the species in question.  An assessment area that extends beyond 
the boundaries of the planned activity may also be required for 
some species.  

 
236.10H. To address this issue, the paragraph regarding Habitat Management Practices (page 
144 of the DEIR) should have read: 
 

“Limited removal of species in the pygmy cypress forest may occur as a result of habitat 
development projects for the lotis blue butterfly.  Prior to habitat development projects, rare plant 
surveys will be conducted according to accepted survey guidelines (see previous section) to 
address sensitive plant resources. 
A qualified botanist will assess the appropriateness of removal of any sensitive plant species in 
relationship to fostering habitat for the growth of the butterfly’s host species, Lotus 
formosissimus.  Effectiveness monitoring will be conducted for any habitat management practice 
involving removal of plant species in the pygmy forest to assess the response of the forest to 
habitat alteration.” 

 
The Habitat Management Practices section of the Management Plan (page 63 of the DFMP) will 
also have the above changes. 

 
236.10I. To clarify the treatment of (rare, threatened, and endangered) unlisted species, the first 
sentence in the Guidelines for Species Surveys and Avoidance of Significant Impacts section (on 
p. 144 of the DEIR) should have read: : “The DFMP includes guidelines for pre-project scoping, 
surveying, and mitigation development. These guidelines are included below.  Rare, threatened and 
endangered species, as defined by Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines, will be addressed during the 
scoping, surveying, and mitigation-development processes.  For species that do not meet the Section 
15380 definitions of a rare, threatened, or endangered species but that are CNPS list 3 or 4 species, 
evaluation, scoping and mitigation practices are likely to vary according to identified need, the current 
state of species knowledge, and consideration of input provided by CDFG through the scoping process. 
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The Guidelines for Species Surveys and Avoidance of Significant Impacts section should not 
have included the bulleted sections titled “Listed Species” and “Unlisted Species” on p. 144 of 
the DEIR.  The sentence at the end of the “Listed Species” bullet that states “An assessment area 
that extends beyond the boundaries of the planned activity may also be required for some species” should 
have been included in the Survey section (on p. 145 of the DEIR). 

The above-recommended update will require an update in the Guidelines for Species 
Surveys and Avoidance of Significant Impacts section (on p. 69) of the DFMP (see 
response to comment GJ-236.10L, Mitigations 8 and 9, below).  

236.10J.  The paragraph under the California Forest Practice Rules (currently on p. 145 of 
the DEIR) should have included the following sentence:  

 
The FPR state that “Where significant adverse impacts to non-
listed species are identified, the RPF and Director shall 
incorporate feasible practices to reduce impacts as described in 14 
CCR 898.” (Sections 919.4, 939.4, and 959.4 of the California Forest 
Practice Rules, 2002). 

236.10K. The last two sentences in the Impacts introductory paragraph (p. 146 of the 
DEIR) should have read:  

 
An intensive inventory of the botanical resources has not been 
conducted on JDSF; inventory is planned to occur on a project-by-
project basis through surveys patterned after currently-accepted 
protocol.  Potential impacts to botanical resources will be 
addressed at the project implementation level through pre-survey 
scoping in consultation with DFG, surveys , and development of 
measures that avoid or mitigate impacts to sensitive plant species. 

The Impact 3 and 4 sections (currently p. 146 and 147 of the DEIR) provide 
quantification of species that show great affinity to the pygmy forest or SCA’s, which 
species show Mendocino County as the end of their range, and which are known from 
only this county.  To clarify, the number of species in each category should not have 
been included.  The fourth sentence in the first paragraph at the top of p. 147 of the DEIR 
(that discusses sensitive species that are protected by default of habitat preference) 
should have read: “Some sensitive plant species, such as pygmy manzanita, show a great 
affinity to the pygmy forest, while others, such as swamp harebell, can be found in both pygmy 
forests and less site-specific habitats.”  The remaining sentences in this same paragraph 
should have read:  

 
The WLPZs will provide a measure of protection to some species 
that are generally found in riparian areas or wetlands, such as 
livid sedge.  Some species, such as coast fawn-lily and running-
pine, are forest generalists and would not necessarily be protected 
by SCAs. 
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In the first paragraph in the Impact 4 section on p. 147 of the DEIR, the second and third 
sentences should have read:  

 
Some species, such as Humboldt milkvetch, that have the 
potential to occur on the JDSF are at the end of their range in 
Mendocino County, and some, including pygmy manzanita and 
pygmy cypress, are only known from Mendocino County. 

Finally, the Impact 3 and 4 sections (currently p. 146 and 147 of the DEIR) are not 
specific as to which sensitive plant species will be addressed during the scoping, survey, 
and mitigation development processes.  Response to comment GJ-236.10I, above, should 
clarify which species (i.e., listed species and unlisted species that meet the definitions 
defined by Section 15380(d) of the CEQA Guidelines and/or Section 1901, Chapter 10 
(Native Plant Protection Act) and Sections 2062 and 2067 (California Endangered Species 
Act) of the California Department of Fish and Game Code) are addressed under these 
sections.  The last paragraph of the Impact 4 section (p. 147 of the DEIR) should have 
read as follows:  

 
As discussed above, JDSF has committed to completing a scoping 
process, including rare plant surveys as necessary, on a 
management activity or project basis to determine if the 
management activity or project has the potential to significantly 
impact a listed or unlisted species that meets the definition of rare, 
threatened, or endangered under CEQA Guidelines or California 
Fish and Game Code.  JDSF has also committed to developing 
mitigation measures for the protection of endangered, rare, or 
threatened plants (as defined previously) and potential habitat if 
they are identified 
 

236.10L. The Mitigation and Monitoring paragraph (p. 148 of the DEIR) should not have 
included the last sentence and the following eleven mitigations supercede that sentence.  
Clarifications on CEQA-mandated monitoring should have been included in the same 
section following the mitigations: 

 
Mitigation 1. The Species of Concern section (p. 17 of the DFMP) will have the number of plant 
species of concern in the first sentence change from “6” to “approximately 30.” 

Mitigation 2. The Plant Species of Concern list (currently on p. 62 of the DFMP) will have the 
title changed to read “Plant and Lichen Species of Concern,” and the list will be changed as 
presented below: 

 
• Arctostaphylos mendocinoensis, “pygmy manzanita” 
• Astragalus agnicidus, “Humboldt milkvetch” 
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• Calamagrostis bolanderi, “Bolander’s reed grass” 
• Campanula californica, “swamp harebell” 
• Carex californica, “California sedge” 
• Cupressus goveniana ssp. pigmaea, “pygmy cypress” 
• Lilium maritimum, “coast lily” 
• Lycopodium clavatum, “running-pine” 
• Mitella caulescens, “leafy-stemmed mitrewort” 
• Pinus contorta ssp. bolanderi, “Bolander’s pine” 
• Usnea longissima, “long-beard lichen” 

Mitigation 13.  Under the Species Protection section (currently p. 63 of the DFMP), the 
following will become the first bullet: 

In general, the pre-project scoping process will include referencing Tables 14 and 15 of the 
final EIR, Appendix 8D-1 and 8D-3, available database information from the CNPS 
Inventory and California Natural Diversity Database, and other sources of sensitive plant 
habitat and occurrence data. 

Mitigation 4.  Under the Species Protection section (currently p. 63 of the DFMP), the following 
will be inserted after the first sentence in what is currently the second bullet:  

•   Survey designs will be based on the concepts contained in the DFG Guidelines for 
Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants 
and Plant Communities (DFG 2000).  Surveys conducted as part of THP development 
will follow the practices commonly accepted by CDF and CDFG for THP review.  
Surveys for other types of projects will recognize the specific features of those projects.  
(For example, road surface maintenance and roadside brushing are ongoing activities 
that create repeated periodic disturbances, precommercial thinning typically occurs a 
few years following the more substantial disturbance of a commercial harvest, and 
shaded fuel break construction targets ground cover vegetation.) 

Mitigation 5.  The following sentence will replace the last sentence in the second bullet under 
Species Protection on p. 63:  

• Observations of rare, threatened or endangered plants or plant communities will be 
recorded on Field Survey Forms and copies provided to CDFG’s California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB).   

In addition, the following will replace the last bullet under Species Protection on p. 63:  

• Upon determination that a proposed action is likely to result in a significant adverse 
effect, mitigation measures proposed to substantially lessen or avoid the impact will be 
included in project-associated documentation.  Mitigation measures will be developed 
with consideration of input provided by CDFG.   

Finally, the following will become the last bullet in the Species Protection section ending on p. 
63:  

• JDSF will provide for, on an as-needed basis, a sensitive plant identification training 
program to enhance the knowledge of field personnel that may encounter sensitive plant 
resources.  
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Mitigation 6.  The paragraph under the Habitat Management Practices section on p. 63 of the 
DFMP will be changed to read:  

Limited removal of species in the pygmy cypress forest may occur as a 
result of habitat development projects for the lotis blue butterfly.  Prior to 
habitat development projects, rare plant surveys will be conducted 
according to accepted survey guidelines to address sensitive plant 
resources.  A qualified botanist will assess the appropriateness of removal 
of any sensitive plant species in relationship to fostering habitat for the 
growth of the butterfly’s host species, Lotus formosissimus.  Effectiveness 
monitoring will be conducted for any habitat management practice 
involving removal of plant species in the pygmy forest to assess the 
response of the forest to habitat alteration. 

Mitigation 7.  The first bullet under the Plant and Animal Species of Concern Possibly Present 
on the JDSF (currently on p. 68 of the DFMP) will be changed to read:  

Boschniakia hookeri “small ground cone,” Carex arcta “northern clustered sedge,” Carex 
livida “livid sedge,” Carex saliniformis “deceiving sedge,” Carex viridula var. viridula 
“green sedge,” Erythronium revolutum “coast fawn lily,” Fritillaria roderickii “Roderick’s 
fritillary,” Glyceria grandis “American manna grass,” Juncus supiniformis “hair-leaved 
rush,” Lasthenia macrantha ssp. bakeri “Baker’s goldfields,” Pleuropogon hooverianus 
“North Coast semaphore grass,” Rhynchospora alba “white beaked-rush,” Sanguisorba 
officinalis “great burnet,” Senecio bolanderi var. bolanderi “seacoast ragwort,” Sidalcea 
calycosa ssp. rhizomata “Point Reyes checkerbloom,” Sidalcea malachroides :maple-leaved 
checkerbloom,” Sidalcea malviflora ssp. purpurea “purple-stemmed checkerbloom,” 
Triquetrella californica (N/A), and Viola palustris “marsh violet.” 

Mitigation 8.  The first sentence under the Guidelines for Species Surveys and Avoidance of 
Significant Impacts section on p. 69 of the DFMP will have the following change:  

When suitable habitat is present within or immediately adjacent to the 
project area, project planning documentation will include results of 
surveys and a discussion of the efforts made to determine presence or 
absence of the species in question.  Avoidance measures and other 
mitigation determined to be necessary to avoid significant effects will be 
specified. 

Mitigation 9.  The last sentence in the paragraph under the Guidelines for Species Surveys and 
Avoidance of Significant Impacts section on p. 69 of the DFMP will have the following change:  

For unlisted species identified as sensitive, but that do not meet the 
definition of rare, threatened, or endangered under the above-mentioned 
sections of the CEQA Guidelines and/or California Department of Fish 
and Game Code, evaluation and mitigation practices are likely to vary 
according to identified need, the current state of species knowledge, and 
through consideration of input provided by CDFG. 

Mitigation 10.  The Surveys section on p. 69 of the DFMP that falls under the Guidelines for 
Species Surveys and Avoidance of Significant Impacts section will be changed to the following:  
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Survey designs will be based on the concepts contained in the DFG 
Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of proposed Projects on Rare, 
Threatened, and Endangered Plants and plant Communities (DFG 2000).  
Surveys conducted as part of THP development will follow the practices 
commonly accepted by CDF and CDFG for THP review.  Surveys for other 
types of projects will recognize the specific features of those projects.  

 

Mitigation 11.  The first paragraph in the Plant Resources section under the Goal statement on 
p. 106 of the DFMP will have the following change to the second sentence: “A qualified botanist 
or trained forest personnel will conduct surveys based on the concepts contained in the DFG 
Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered 
Plants and plant Communities (DFG 2000) within project areas and areas of influence to asses 
plant occurrence as necessary (inventory/baseline monitoring).”  
 
Monitoring of the previous eleven mitigation measures shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:    As part of the THP review 
Scope:     Forest-wide 
Implementation:   the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:  the Department 

 
 
 
236.10M. The following change should be made to the first sentence in the Discussion 
box for Alternatives C, D, and E in Table 16 (on p. 149 of the DEIR) in the final EIR: Each 
of these alternatives would include the same protection measures for endangered, rare, or 
threatened plant species (both listed and unlisted).”  Additionally, the following change 
should be made to the last sentence in the Discussion box for Alternatives C, D, and E in 
Table 16 (on p. 149 of the DEIR) in the final EIR: “However, the DFMP, with the proposed 
scoping, survey, and mitigation-development processes, and the mitigations provided in the final 
EIR will reduce the level of impacts to below significant.” 

 
Response to Comment 236.11 
Floristic surveys conducted in areas where projects are not planned would be very valuable as 
baseline data; but based on a restricted budget, JDSF does not plan to conduct surveys in areas 
that will not be impacted by project activities.  Information on botanical resources will be, 
however, compiled on a project-by-project basis through the scoping and survey procedures 
mentioned previously in this response letter.  Eventually, use of the comprehensive database 
that is in development will allow tracking of data on the JDSF.  Currently, the California 
Natural Diversity Database is and will continue to be used for tracking sensitive plant 
occurrences.  Please refer to Response to comment GJ-236.9, above, for more information. 
 
Response to Comment 236.12 
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It is expected that California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) forms will be turned in for 
each sensitive plant occurrence.  Please refer to response to comment GJ-236.10G, above, for the 
text that will be incorporated into the final EIR and Management Plan regarding the use of 
CNDDB forms. 
 
Response to Comment 236.13 
As addressed in response to comments GJ-236.5, 8, 9, 10, and 11, above, it is CDF’s opinion that 
(with the above-proposed alterations to the DEIR and DFMP) the proposed project-by-project 
scoping, survey, and development of project measures to avoid or minimize significant impacts 
to sensitive plant resources are adequate conservation management strategies.   
 
Response to Comment 236.14 
CDF commits to the level of scoping, survey, and impact avoidance specified within both the 
EIR and the DFMP.  Botanical expertise is considered within staffing for biological expertise.  In 
this sense, biological staffing needs are generic and include botanical, fisheries, and other 
biological disciplines.  There are many options open to the Department in order to meet these 
commitments.  These include trained CDF personnel, consultants, and new personnel.  This is 
an operational issue. 
 
Response to Comment 236.15 
This is an operational issue.  CDF has committed to the level of monitoring specified and has a 
number of options available to implement this monitoring program.  These include continued 
forest inventory work, forest system modeling, and Geographic Information System 
applications.  
 
Response to Comment 236.16 
The relationship between expenses and revenues is not an environmental issue.  CDF has 
committed to operate in compliance with the provisions of the DFMP.  Allocation of revenues is 
not a function of the Management Plan, it is a function of Legislative authority and direction 
through the State budget process. 
 
Response to Comment 236.17 
CDF will provide the resources necessary to implement the Forest Management Plan.  As 
management is proposed, significant impacts are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 236.18 
CDF intends to implement the management plan according to provisions therein, and both 
funding and staffing levels are sufficient to implement the plan.   
It should be noted that adaptive management is a general term to describe the practice of 
allowing for changes in management of a resource, and it is not intended to be a mitigation 
measure.  Mitigation measures are generally alterations in a proposed project activity that are 
designed to avoid or reduce impacts to sensitive species or habitat.  The practice of adaptive 
management will provide protections to sensitive plant and lichen species and habitats through 
at least the following: 
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• The scoping process will incorporate a variety of sensitive plant resource data and input 
from DFG (as discussed in response to comments GJ-236.7 and 10, Mitigation 3, above).  
Species that have the potential to occur in the region of, and/or habitat types present at, a 
proposed project will be brought to the surveyor’s attention rather than directing surveyor 
focus on a stagnant list of potentially-occurring species developed for the Management Plan.  
As new occurrence and habitat requirement information become available, those data will 
be incorporated into the scoping process as well. 

• Conducting  surveys will allow for detection of sensitive plant This will also develop a 
stronger case for whether the surveys are truly seasonally appropriate rather than relying on 
published phenologies for sensitive species, which can be problematic. 

• Mitigation measures will be developed in consultation with DFG and will be based on the 
most current knowledge of environmental requirements for each sensitive species in 
relation to management activities, rather than specifying “one-size-fits-all” mitigation 
measures in the programmatic EIR. 

 
Response to Comment 236.19 
The DFMP does not propose to manage individual species in isolation.  A variety of forest 
habitat conditions exist and still others will be recruited or created.  Each is expected to host a 
community of associated plants and animals. Through time, following survey and monitoring 
efforts, a better understanding of plant associations will emerge.  Scoping and survey efforts 
will begin to provide better information on species-habitat relationships, improving our 
understanding and knowledge base.  
 
Response to Comment 236.20 
Protection and restoration of intact, functioning native ecosystems is one of the stated goals of 
the DFMP.  Among the provisions of the plan to achieve this goal is identification of unique 
forest habitat types and provisions to protect and enhance their ecosystem function.  Included 
in this consideration are existing old-growth forest groves, riparian zones, late-seral forest, bogs 
and other unique wet areas, pygmy forest, and cypress groves.  While virtually all of JDSF has 
been subjected to intensive disturbance in the past, many areas are beginning to recover proper 
ecosystem function.  Proper forest management, as proposed, will foster proper functioning 
ecosystems. 
 
Response to Comment 236.21 
CDF, utilizing both existing staff and in consultation with private botanists and DFG personnel, 
expects to be fully capable of fulfilling the provisions of the DFMP.   
 
Response to Comment 236.22 
The concern calls for speculation and does not represent a significant environmental issue.  CDF 
expects to fulfill the provisions of the DFMP.  Expertise can be gained through training of 
personnel, consultation with experts, hiring of additional trained personnel, and combinations 
of these.  Comment upon the author’s meaning and relative merits of “informal training” versus 
other forms of training, and interpretation of the author’s use of the terms “more effective and 
efficient” calls for speculation. 
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Response to Comment 236.23 
Please refer to response GJ-236.25, below, for a discussion of baseline data, and see Response to 
comment GJ-236.14, above, for a discussion of adaptive management versus mitigation 
measures. 
 
Response to Comment 236.24 
Please refer to response to comment GJ-236.25, below, for a discussion of controlled 
experiments. 
 

236.25a 
Please see Responses to Comments GJ -236-14 through 236-18. 
 
236.25b 
It is noted that a comprehensive floristic survey of JDSF would be useful.  However, this 
is not a requirement to determine potential project-level impacts to sensitive plant 
species.  Areas that do not have the potential to be impacted by project activities are not 
required to be addressed. Please also refer to response to comments GJ-236.8, 9, 11, and 
14, above, for responses to comments regarding lack of an overall plant list, the need for 
a comprehensive floristic baseline, the need for surveys in non-project areas, and the 
distinction between adaptive management and mitigation measures.   
 
236.25c 
It is true that scientific, controlled experiments would assist in the goal of adaptive 
management by determining the most effective management practices/mitigation 
measures for sensitive taxa known to occur on JDSF.  Such experiments may or may not 
be feasible depending on the species environmental requirements, population size, and 
viability, as well as the location of the species in relation to a project.  Additionally, 
“controlled” experiments can be difficult to conduct in the natural environment due to 
difficulty in obtaining an ample number of replicates that have the same controlled 
environmental conditions with one or two variations that are to be measured.   
Controlled experiments should be considered a highly useful tool to practice adaptive 
management and should be incorporated as an informal goal for managing botanical 
resources, but they should not be mandated.  
 
As demonstrated in the following goals and objectives in the DEIR, JDSF intends to 
monitor its botanical resources and their responses to management practices.   
• p. 26 and 27, Goal #1 

° (objective 1-2) Conduct monitoring of resource management activities to gauge their 
effectiveness in meeting project objectives. 

° (objective 1-3) Demonstrate the compatibilities and conflicts involved in multiple use of 
forest land, and investigate methods to mitigate conflicts. 

° (objective 1-7) Consult and cooperate with universities and colleges, the U.S. Forest 
Service, and other public and private researchers in conducting research and 
demonstration projects.  Enter into cooperative agreements for investigations of mutual 
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interest.  Make the State Forest available to educational institutions and other agencies 
for research and demonstration projects. 

• p. 28, Goal #3 
° (objective 3-6) Monitor the development and condition of terrestrial and aquatic habitats 

over time, and apply adaptive management principles to ensure that goals are met.  

• p. 29, Goal # 6  
° (objective 6-1) Collect, process, interpret, analyze, update, store, index, and make 

retrievable the array of information and data about the State Forest and its resources 
needed to support Forest planning and management.  

 
Due to budgetary constraints, it is not likely that controlled experiments will become a 
strong component for JDSF unless outside parties assist in the development of such 
experiments.  The Competitive Research Grants program (see p. 91 and 92 of the DFMP) 
may be the most effective way to incorporate monitoring the responses of sensitive 
botanical resources to various management practices while using funding that is 
purposefully set aside for this type of work.  The results would be incorporated into the 
developing State Forest Data Bank (refer to p. 93 of the DFMP) and utilized in adaptive 
management practices. 
 

Response to Comment 236.26 
See responses to 236.25 a-c. 
 
Response to Comment 236.27 
As mentioned in response to comment GJ-236.18, above, adaptive management is a general 
term to describe the practice of allowing for changes in management of a resource, and it is not 
intended to be a mitigation measure.  Please see Response to comment GJ-236.18, above, for 
more details.  As addressed in response to comments GJ-236.5, 8, 9, 10, and 11, above, it is CDF’s 
opinion that (with the above-proposed alterations to the DEIR and DFMP) the proposed project-
by-project scoping, surveys, and development of project measures to avoid or minimize 
significant impacts to sensitive plant resources are adequate conservation management 
strategies. 
 
Response to Comment 236.28 
It is true that the number of plant species of concern that “…currently occur or may have a high 
probability of occurrence on…” JDSF is incorrect (on page 17 of the DFMP, not p. 17 of the 
DEIR, as stated in the comment letter).  This issue has been addressed in the mitigations added 
to the DEIR; please refer to response to comment GJ-236.10L for the text change. 
 
Response to Comment 236.29 
The information on current population status and trend for the Astragalus agnicidus (Humboldt 
milkvetch) species description in Appendix 8D-1 (p. 8D-1-2) was obtained from the Annual 
Report on the Status of Endangered, Threatened, and Candidate Species, Annual Report for 
2000 on the DFG Habitat Conservation Planning Branch website.  Page 101 of the report states 
that The Nature Conservancy, 
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…had been the primary leader in coordinating protection and 
monitoring on Humboldt milk-vetch for ten years.  However, 
since 1998 the local [North Coast] chapter of CNPS is taking over 
the coordination of monitoring and protection activities.  A new 
management plan is in preparation.  No monitoring was 
conducted in 1999.  The current landowner is one of the active 
cooperators protecting Humboldt milk-vetch. 

 
The above statement was in reference to the population in Humboldt County, so the DEIR is 
unclear regarding where monitoring has been done.  The DEIR also did not incorporate the 
second-to-last sentence of the above quote stating that no monitoring was done in 1999.  
Unfortunately the DFG Habitat Conservation Planning Branch website does not have a 2001 
Annual Report to provide further information.   
 
To clarify the last paragraph in the DEIR for the Humboldt milkvetch species description in 
Appendix 8D-1, the following paragraph supercedes the first four sentences in the paragraph. 
 

Current population and trend for Humboldt milk-vetch are 
declining (CDFG 2000a).  Monitoring of population trend has 
occurred for the population on the private ranch south of Miranda 
in Humboldt County, but no formal monitoring has been 
conducted for the populations on the JDSF.  JDSF staff have, 
however, made numerous informal observations of the 
population for several years. 

 
Response to Comment 236.30 
Even-aged management includes a number of "standard" silvicultural methods and variations 
within each prescription.  As mentioned on page 6 of the DEIR, "the DFMP proposes continued 
research and demonstrations of this method, including reserve-form stands (popularly called 
"variable retention")."  Responsible and innovative forest management practices include even-
aged management silvicultural methods which will continue to be used as proposed in the 
DFMP, and will be monitored and reviewed as necessary for needed changes. 

 
Response to Comment 236.31 
Please refer to response to comment GJ-236.30.  
 
Response to Comment 236.32 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 236.32b (“Impact of newly listed taxa”) 
Whether or not Phytophthora ramorum will indeed render species endangerment or extinction to 
any of the native plant species present on JDSF in the future is currently unknown. 
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The DEIR fully addresses mitigation measures (Section 6.4.3 of the DEIR) based on the best 
management practices currently known for sudden oak death in forests. 
Should sudden oak death occur on the Forest, JDSF will proceed with mitigation efforts to 
minimize disease losses, as called for in the DEIR.  In addition, there could also be opportunities 
for controlled studies in collaboration with university and agency scientists; however such 
studies are not part of this planning process. 
 
Response to Comment 236.33 
Please refer to response to comment GJ-236.25c for a discussion on controlled experiments, and 
refer to response to comment GJ-236.5 and 13 for a discussion on adequate conservation 
management measures. 
 
Response to Comment 236.34 
Analysis of potential future adoption of pesticide regulation calls for speculation.  The DFMP 
includes discussion regarding the development of management alternatives to the use of 
herbicides.  While CDF also believes that new research would provide valuable information, 
this is not a significant environmental issue. 

 
Response to Comments 236.35 and 236.36 
CDF is committed to managing the forest according to the provisions of the DFMP.  The level of 
personnel and funding is sufficient to effectively manage the Forest.  While CDF generally 
agrees that additional funding and/or personnel may increase the capabilities of the 
Department to manage the Forest, this is not a significant environmental issue.  CDF is fully 
capable of achieving the desired future conditions over the course of time specified in the 
DFMP.  With each subsequent revision of the management plan, this capability can be assessed. 
 
Response to Comments 236.37 and 237.68 
The California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) is the lead agency that is responsible 
for researching, testing, and registering pesticides, not CDF.  After a pesticide is registered for 
use in the State, DPR has an ongoing obligation to review new information that may show 
previously unknown problems or potential significant impacts resulting from the use of the 
pesticide.  If the review of new information shows that significant adverse impacts has occurred 
or is likely to occur, DPR is required to reevaluate the registration of that chemical.  Please refer 
to Response 236.39 for further detail. 

  
Response to Comment 236.39 
The JDSF DEIR is unable to resolve the issue that some people may have with the lack of 
regulatory protocols without changing existing State and Federal laws and regulations.  The 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section, Section VII.8, states pertinent existing laws and 
regulations regarding the use of hazardous chemicals on JDSF and identifies measures to ensure 
regulatory compliance.  If future regulations are adopted, JDSF will modify treatments 
accordingly to be in full compliance with the law. The DEIR states “As part of the ongoing 
planning for management of the State Forest, this plan will be revised periodically in the context 
of changing policies and priorities” (p. 49).  Otherwise, the DFMP does not contain mechanisms 
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to study the effects of increased regulation regarding hazards and hazardous chemicals, please 
refer to General Comment 2. 
 
Response to Comment 236.40 
Conditions that favor establishment or spread of exotic species are extremely variable and site-
specific.  In general, favorable conditions vary by species, and include a combination of light 
levels, soil disturbance, existing populations, and other spread mechanisms.  Silvicultural 
system alone is not the principle determinant of spread.  Some management techniques that can 
prove useful include direct control of existing populations, indirect control through a reduction 
in soil disturbance or retention of shade, an absence of site preparation or burning, rapid re-
vegetation by native species, and road management techniques.  When individual areas are 
proposed for timber harvest or other significant disturbances with potential to spread or 
maintain exotic species, an impacts assessment will be conducted and mitigation established on 
a site-specific basis in order to avoid significant effects associated with the spread of exotic 
species. 
 
While CDF would welcome an opportunity to work cooperatively with local colleges to develop 
control programs of use to the general public and other forest landowners, this is not a 
significant environmental issue.   
 
Response to Comment 236.41 and Response to Comment 236.42 
Please refer to response to comment GJ-236.10, above, for text added to the DFMP and DEIR 
that will require botanical surveys. 
 
Response to Comment 236.43 
Please refer to Response GJ-236.10L, mitigations 4 and 5, for text that will be added to the final 
Management Plan that clarifies that mitigation measures will be developed if significant 
adverse effects are likely to result from a proposed action. 
 
Response to Comment 236.44 
The five-year rolling harvest schedule will incorporate the following botanical resource 
guidelines: 
 

236.44a 
Surveys will be conducted on a project-by-project basis (see response to comment GJ-
236.10 for various changes to text); this should address a variety of plants and 
phenologies/life histories.   
 
236.44b 
Due to a general lack of information, a detailed response to this concern would call for 
speculation.  Taxa that are sensitive to inappropriate reentry intervals that are 
considered a rare, threatened, or endangered plant species under CEQA Guidelines or 
Fish and Game Code will be addressed with scoping, surveys, and mitigation 
development as discussed in previous responses.  Unless information is presented to 
DFG and/or JDSF regarding sensitivity of specific non-rare taxa to reentry levels, it is 
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nearly impossible to determine what an appropriate reentry interval is for the high 
number of non-rare taxa.  Studies on plant responses to specific reentry intervals would 
be excellent research projects that could be conducted under the Competitive Research 
Grants program (see p. 91 and 92 of the DFMP) and/or in conjunction with the goal #1, 
objective 1-7.  Please refer to response to comment GJ-236.25c for further discussion on 
experiments and studies. 
 
236.44c 
Different plant species have varying responses to silvicultural prescriptions, size of 
even-aged management units, and rotation period.  As mentioned in response to 
comment GJ-236.25c and 44b, above, studies on various aspects of botanical resources 
and their responses to forest management would be invaluable and may be able to be 
conducted under Competitive Research Grants and/or in conjunction with goal #1, 
objective 1-7.   
 

Response to Comment 236.45 
The concern being expressed is unclear as stated.  As specified in the Plan, the assessment of 
proposed projects along with the mitigation or avoidance strategies developed as a result of the 
assessment will avoid significant impacts to listed species.  The harvest schedule represents a 
list of areas where harvest activity is anticipated in the future.  Each year, this schedule is 
updated to the provide the best available information.   
 
Response to Comment 236.46 
While a baseline floristic survey would be useful, it would not focus the need to avoid 
cumulative impacts to sensitive plant taxa.  A method of addressing cumulative impacts to 
sensitive plant and lichen species has been proposed.  Please refer to General Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment 236.47 
As described in the DFMP on page 41, JDSF will manage for forest resources under an 
ecosystem management approach.  This involves a tiered approach with various scales of 
landscape planning with different considerations at each level.  The levels of planning in the 
DFMP are at the Forest level, watershed level, stand level, and at the species level.  
Considerations at the various levels are described on pages 41-44 of the DFMP.  THPs are the 
implementation documents that contain provisions that account for the considerations at the 
various levels.  Each THP preparation requires a cumulative impacts analysis which addresses 
known past, present, and future projects in the assessment area, and is subject to the DFMP 
provisions under which it is required to comply with (including the ecosystem management 
approach). 
 
Response to Comment 236.48 and 236.9 
See response to comment 236.47. 
 
Response to Comment 236.50 
This comment expresses an opinion.  No response is required. 
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Response to Comment 236.51 
Please see General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 236.52 
Please see General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 236.53 
Gary Rynearson of NRM who is also a member of the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection,  is 
expected to recuse himself during the Board’s consideration and action on the management 
plan for JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 236.54 
Due to the nature of this DEIR with the extensive subject matter and detailed public comment, it 
was deemed necessary to go beyond the "normal" EIR length to comply with CEQA for EIR 
contents. 
 
Response to Comment 236.55 
Please see response to comment 236.50. 
 
Response to Comment 236.56 
Please see response to comment 236.50. 
 
Response to Comment 236.57 
The DEIR was available at CDF offices in Mendocino and Sonoma Counties, in the Mendocino 
County Library at Ukiah and Fort Bragg, and on the Internet.  In addition, copies could be 
purchased in CD form from a vendor in the Bay Area and hard copies from a vendor in Fort 
Bragg.   
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Letter WW-237 (Mendocino Coast Audubon Society) 
 
Response to Comment 237.1  
The DEIR includes a map that delineates the management vegetation classes of JDSF (Figure F) 
and a map that delineates the short term (5-year) harvest schedule and the longer term 
silvicultural allocation plan (Figure M).  Figure J also delineates the scheduled short-term 
harvest areas in relationship to the harvesting that has occurred since 1980.  A discussion of the 
vegetation classifications within JDSF begins on page 151 with additional information contained 
in Appendix 8.  The short-term harvest schedule and silvicultural allocation plan are all 
discussed in the text of the DEIR starting on page 174.  On page 153, the DEIR states that 
approximately 60% of JDSF is classified as consisting of stands with trees larger than 24 inches.  
 
After review of the information provided in the DEIR, it is incorrect to conclude that the 
majority of the oldest second growth now growing in JDSF is slated for logging.   Review of 
Figures M and J indicate that the timber stands included in the short-term harvest schedule 
include a mosaic of timber types that represent the majority of the types present in the Forest.  
Review of Figure J indicates that some of the areas proposed for harvest in the short term are re-
entries into managed stands that have been previously thinned, selectively harvested or 
otherwise partially cut.  Review of the information presented in the DEIR indicates that most of 
the areas included in the short-term harvest schedule are composed of Vegetation Management 
classes from the 18-inch and larger classification.  However, this is representative of the majority 
of the Forest. 
 
It is an incorrect characterization to say that the short-term harvest schedule targets the oldest 
stands for harvest in such a way as to result in a considerable reduction in mature second 
growth timber stands.  The majority of the proposed harvesting is uneven-aged silviculture or 
thinning in even-aged allocation areas.  These partial cutting systems will alter the tree density, 
diameter distribution, and species composition of the stands, but the stands will retain a 
significant component of their oldest second-growth trees.  Some areas are proposed for 
regeneration harvests in the even-aged allocation areas, as part of a long-term management plan 
that will eventually result in both the harvest and creation of stands between one and 150 years 
of age that is sustainable over time.  
 
Response to Comment 237.2 
All stands occupied by murrelets, including Russian Gulch State Park, will be protected and/or 
provided buffers on a project basis through consultation with CDFG.  Standard protection 
buffers for stands occupied by murrelets include:   
• 300-foot “No Cut” zone 
• Consultation with DFG is required when operations are proposed to occur within 0.25 miles 

of potential habitat extending to 0.5 if helicopter yarding is planned.   
• As described in the FPR, State Park Special Treatment Buffers shall be a minimum of 200 

feet.  
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Response to Comment 237.3 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 237.4 
The final Recovery Plan for the marbled murrelet is mentioned in the DEIR (see page 245).  
Please refer to response WW-237.2 for the murrelet nest site protection.  As discussed in the 
DFMP and DEIR, approximately 20% of JDSF will be managed for the development of late 
successional habitat.  
 
Response to Comment 237.5 
Please refer to General Response 1 and 5. 
 
Response to Comment 237.6 and 237.7 
Please refer to General Response 1.  Also, please refer to page 61 of the DFMP for a goal of the 
JDSF riparian zone management as well as Appendix II of the DFMP for more detailed goals 
and objectives.  Additional details of the JDSF riparian management strategies can be found on 
DFMP pages 63 and 69. 
 
Response to Comment 237.8 
Approximately 30,500 acres (63%) of JDSF will be managed for the development of late 
successional habitat or will be managed as uneven-aged stands.  Even within most of the even-
aged areas between 5 and 30 trees per acre will be retained as well as all snags.  Although Clear 
cutting and to a lesser extent Group Selection harvest methods result in creation of a forest 
edge, Selection, Thinning, and other uneven-aged management prescriptions generally result in 
feathered edges.  Coupling uneven-aged management with the late seral development Special 
Concern Areas should result in the retention and development of large patches of contiguous 
habitat over time.   
 
Response to Comment 237.9 
Impacts to riparian vegetation in relation to aquatic habitat are addressed starting on DEIR page 
120.  Additional impacts discussion in relation to broader riparian habitat impacts is provided 
on DEIR page 265. Furthermore, the riparian zones will be managed for the development of late 
seral characteristics.  An impact discussion relating to late seral development is provided 
starting on page 178.  The DEIR found that the proposed project would not have a significant 
impact on riparian habitat.  Class I riparian zones will not be entered more often than once 
every 20 years for timber management.  Within the class I and II WLPZ, the high conifer basal 
area retention standards, as well as high canopy retention standards will significantly limit 
entry into riparian zones in general.  Harvesting in dense closed canopies that results in a more 
open canopy would promote the development of understory riparian vegetation.  This sort of 
development is expected to occur as a result of the proposed management, but not to significant 
amounts in the short term (DEIR page 180). Given the diverse nature of the current conditions, 
and the limited scope of harvesting within the riparian zone, understory vegetation in the 
riparian areas will not be significantly affected, and in most cases, will be provided an increased 
opportunity for development.   
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Response to Comment 237.10 and 237.11 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The management goals and objectives included in the 
DFMP appear to be consistent with the goals mentioned in the comment. 
 
Response to Comment 237.12-237.15 
The dense mature second growth forest present on JDSF is the product of historic clear cutting 
on a broad scale as described in the DEIR.  More recently, the practice of clear cutting has 
declined.  Table 21 on DEIR page 161 indicates that 1,913 acres have been clearcut 1980.    The 
majority of the clear cutting occurred prior to 1990, with less than 300 acres of clear cutting since 
1990. Even-aged management has been conducted in compliance with forest practice 
regulations that include provisions for cutting unit or patch size, unit spacing, and time and 
stocking requirements to be met before adjacent stands can be cut.  One of the goals of JDSF is 
to maintain a diverse range of timber and habitat conditions, including some clearcut areas, to 
promote a diverse research program and diverse habitats.   
 
Numerous wildlife species, including many species of special concern, utilize even-aged harvest 
units and other forest opening to fulfill one or more of their biological requirements. While 
extensive historic creation of even-aged harvest areas may have been detrimental to many 
species, current operations are of potential value as long as other forms forested habitat, 
including late successional habitats, are provided in the vicinity.  For example, the primary prey 
item of the northern spotted owl in coastal California is the woodrat, a species that is found in 
greatest abundance in young even-aged stands often created by clear cutting.  Spotted owls also 
require mature forest for roosting and nesting.  The purple martin, a California Species of 
Special Concern, prefers to nest in large snags located within forest openings.  Although few 
sensitive species prefer to nest in recent clearcuts, many of their prey items and hunting 
opportunities can be found in and along the edges of recent clearings.   As planned a variety of 
habitats will be created and retained, along with key habitat elements such as snags and old 
growth. (Also see comment WW-237.8). 
 
As discussed above, the use of clear cutting has declined on JDSF in recent years.  The DEIR 
fully discloses and discusses past and current herbicide applications on the Forest and 
anticipated future uses (p.318-320).  A discussion is also provided on the current regulatory 
framework governing the use of herbicides in the forested environment.  The DEIR found that 
herbicides, when properly used in compliance with existing regulations, would not result in a 
significant impact to the environment (p. 325, second paragraph). 
 
Response to Comment 237.14  
When properly utilized as specified by label and in compliance with applicable regulation, 
herbicides do not pose a significant hazard to avian species and their insect prey.  When 
properly utilized, plants are individually targeted.  These plants may be either exotic species, or 
native species in direct competition with conifer regeneration.  The use of herbicides can 
accelerate the return of harvested areas to a forested condition dominated by conifer tree 
species.  While some species are targeted for removal by use of herbicides, the use tends to be  
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localized, and ample representation by native species being treated is generally maintained 
within the units and in nearby stands.  This maintains both a food and habitat base for birds 
and their insect prey. 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-200  

 

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-201  

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-202  



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-203  



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-204  

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-205  

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-206  



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-207  



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-208  



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-209  

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-210  

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-211  

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-212  

Letter RL-238 (Mad River Biologists) 
 
The majority of the comments included in this letter are aimed at management practices 
proposed in the DFMP and are not applicable to the impact analysis conducted in the DEIR.  
Many of the comments provide insight and a different perspective on forest management 
practices, but are not considered comments on the DEIR.  For example, the discussion on edge 
effect beginning on page 7 of the comment letter expounds on the discussion of edge effect 
included in the DEIR, but does not present a conclusion that is significantly different than found 
in the DEIR.  For these reasons, General Response 1 is appropriate for many of the comments.  
 
Response to Comment 238.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 238.2 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 238.3 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 238.4 
The DFMP does state target densities for snag retention, however, as described in the DEIR (p. 
273), a mitigation measure geared towards retaining all snags was developed through the EIR 
process.   Given the apparently low densities of snags on JDSF and the uncertainties of 
appropriate retention levels in the redwood region as pointed out in the comment, the 
mitigation to retain all snags is a conservative approach to meet the needs of snag dependent 
wildlife species.  The adaptive management elements of the Forest Management Plan will allow 
managers to adjust the snag retention levels in the future should new information pertaining to 
appropriate retention levels in redwood forests be developed (DEIR, p. 49).   
 
Response to Comment 238.5 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 238.6 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 238.7-238.13 
In today’s regulatory environment, the focus of wildlife management is largely on compliance 
with existing laws and regulations involving RTE and sensitive species.  This focus is unlikely 
to change in the foreseeable future.  In terms of adaptive management, the focus may be on RTE 
species, but the nature of the program is such that more common species may be included in the 
future.  It is likely that there will be a period of several years before JDSF managers develop a 
working adaptive management program.  For example, in Humboldt County, Pacific Lumber 
Company's (PALCO) HCP incorporated an adaptive management element, and it was only 
after several years of HCP implementation that PALCO began to understand how adaptive 
management could be effectively used.  Likewise, it will take JDSF managers several years to 
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develop a functioning and effective adaptive management program. Part of this program will 
likely include various monitoring and surveying efforts.  It would not be prudent at this time to 
develop a large expensive monitoring or surveying program that would produce large amounts 
of data that are expensive to collect and analyze, and difficult to interpret.  Focusing on the 
legally required RTE species is a feasible and reasonable approach at this time. 
 
Response to Comment 238.14 
It is not feasible, nor is it necessary, to complete encompassing species surveys to support a 
population analysis for all sensitive species that may occur on JDSF as part of a program EIR 
analysis.  Instead, a habitat-based analysis was conducted.  This sort of analysis is appropriate 
for the program EIR completed for the landscape level management plan.  The DFMP does not 
represent a land use change from the current use of managed timberland.  The DFMP will 
provide for the retention of habitats that are very similar to current conditions, with specific 
emphasis on retaining and developing habitat elements that are generally accepted as beneficial 
to habitat diversity (snags, LWD, hardwoods etc.)  It is reasonable to conclude that on a 
landscape basis, retention of habitat types that are similar to the habitat types that currently 
exist, or are more diverse than currently exist, will provide for the continuance of existing 
species populations.          
 
Response to Comment 238.15 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The Silvicultural Allocation Plan in the DFMP was designed 
to allow the comparison of various management strategies across the landscape.  
 
Response to Comment 238.16 
Old growth groves and aggregations will be preserved, as will residual old growth trees as 
specified, with limited exceptions.  Subsets of species that utilize this type of habitat will not be 
selected against.  Also, please refer to Response WW-237.2. 
 
Response to Comment 238.17 
Individual old growth trees will be preserved with limited exceptions as discussed in the DFMP 
and DEIR.  This includes old growth hardwoods as defined in the DFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 238.18 
Refer to response to comment 238.14 above. 
 
Response to Comment 238.19 and 238.20 
Even-aged management has specific economic and silviculture advantages that make it a 
valuable silvicultural method in the redwood region.  This method will continue to be widely 
used by both small and large landowners.  Developing alternative even-age silvicultural 
practices that maintain the economic and silvicultural advantages, while minimizing 
environmental impacts would be a significant achievement.  JDSF is the only ownership in the 
redwood region where this sort of information can be developed. 
 
The demonstration of various rotation ages and structure tree retention levels as proposed in 
the DFMP will be beneficial for many landowners in the redwood region.  Other examples of 
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what could be learned from the continued use of the even-aged silvicultural system as proposed 
in the DFMP include determining the most advantageous arrangement or orientation of 
retained structure trees.  Others are:  What species use clumped trees verses single widely 
spaced trees?  What is the best size clump of trees to leave?  How does slope and aspect affect 
wildlife use of retained structure?  How does retained structure affect tree growth and stand 
development?  What are the long-term affects or watershed scale effects of even-age 
management with structure tree retention verses uneven-aged management?  These sorts of 
questions can only be answered in if even-aged management areas are included in the 
management of JDSF.     
 
Response to Comment 238.21 
As described in the DFMP and DEIR, old-growth residuals, snags, and LWD will be retained 
and provide “legacy” habitat elements.  CDF has established target amounts of specific key 
habitat elements that are above the requirements of the FPR.  Whether or not this will be 
sufficient is unknown because the term “sufficient” is arbitrary and, among other factors, 
species specific.    
 
Response to Comment 238.22 
Little information is available regarding the size, necessity, use, and value of corridors by the 
wildlife species potentially occurring on JDSF.  Since approximately 20% of JDSF will be 
managed as late successional forest, approximately 2/3 of the remaining habitat will be 
managed under uneven-aged prescriptions, and between 5 and 30 trees will be retained in 
many of the even-aged units, habitat connectivity will not be restricted to the WLPZs on JDSF. 
Whether or not this management strategy is “appropriate” for JDSF is arbitrary, species specific, 
and would require extensive, long-term research. The CDF has established management 
standards for JDSF that are above the requirements of the FPR.   
 
Response to Comment 238.23 
Please refer to response to comment WW-237.8 
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Letter JS-239 
 
Response to Comments 239.1 and 239.2 
Page 60 of the DEIR contains discussion of regional watershed and conservation planning 
within “Section VI: Alternatives.”  Please refer to Response JA-175.17 and General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 23.93, 239.4, and 239.5 
To correct the text in Appendix 8B, page 11, and in order to be consistent with page 122 of the 
DEIR, the following language should have been included in the Appendix.  
 

Fish populations can be extirpated from watercourses and 
watersheds if conditions degrade to a point the stocks are no 
longer self-sustainable. However, nearly two-thirds of the entire 
land base within the JDSF was clear-cut and burned prior to the 
introduction of the modern FPRs.  Historic activities included 
massive broadcast burning, road construction and log skidding in 
watercourses, splash damming, stream clearing, and complete 
removal of riparian canopy.  No effort was made to protect fish 
stocks at that time and populations did suffer. During the first 
season of operation the Noyo River egg taking station recorded a 
1962-1963 coho run of 1,191 adults and 2,501 grilse.  This indicates 
fish populations were able to maintain viability, albeit at low 
numbers, through that unregulated logging period.  The potential 
effects to fish populations and aquatic communities from each 
alternative are significantly less than pre-modern FPR operations. 

 
The text in Appendix 8B, page 11 will be changed to reflect the wording in the DEIR. 
 
Instream habitat for salmonids has been on a recovery trend as seen in improvements in 
overstream canopy closure, V* measurements, reductions in the percentages of fine sediment in 
spawning gravel, and increases in pool depths.  These improvements have occurred while the 
JDSF was operating under the 1983 management plan and standard FPR.  The current DFMP, 
which contains many protection measures that exceed the FPR, will not retard this recovery 
trend and will likely enhance it.  Measures that contribute to the recovery trend include, but are 
not limited to: 1) the Road Management Plan that will significantly decrease sediment delivery 
from roads and eliminate salmonid migration barriers; 2) no-cut zones on all Class I and II 
watercourses; 3) basal area and canopy retention standards that exceed FPR; 4) no-cut or “thin 
from below” silviculture to enhance the development of large trees along fishbearing 
watercourses where LWD loads do not meet target levels; 5) development of late seral forest 
conditions within the WLPZs and other special concern areas; 6) use of uneven-aged 
management on over two-thirds of the forest to develop a multi-layered stand that will be 
characterized as WHR 6; and 7) use of a Certified Engineering Geologist during THP design as 
per the guidelines stated in the DEIR. See the DFMP and DEIR for other protection and  
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mitigation measures.  It is reasonable and logical to state that improving habitat conditions and 
implementation of measures that could accelerate recovery trends would not result in a 
decrease of a species. 
 
Response to Comment 239.6 
The DFMP identifies the current data and information management with staffing and budget on 
pages 39-40.  On pages 84-85 additional staffing and budget benefits are discussed as part of the 
Plan implementation which would include position(s) to assist in the processes of 
administrative work, and page 93 describes the State Forest Data Bank to be developed during 
the Plan period.  It is clear that forest managers have identified the need to provide for a 
method of data collection, documentation and providing for access to information obtained. 
 
Response to Comment 239.7 
On page i of the DFMP (Table of Contents), in the Desired Future Conditions and Planned 
Management Chapter 3, it clearly indicates Wildlife and Ecological Processes is a section 
beginning on page 59, and Watersheds section begins on page 69. 
 
Response to Comment 239.8 
The objectives listed under Goal #3 of the DEIR (page 28) are keyed to the Desired Future 
Conditions and Planned Management chapter 3 in the DFMP page 41. 
 
Response to Comments 239.9-239.15 
Please refer to General Response 9.  The cumulative effects analysis that is inherent in the 
programmatic EIR approach has been summarized and presented in one section for clarity.  The 
DEIR includes a section on CWE relating to peak flow and sediment delivery/transport. 
 
Response to Comment 239.16 
On page 430 of the DEIR, a strategy describing monitoring and adaptive management 
implementation is contained in 5. Mitigation Monitoring. 
 
Response to Comment 239.17 and 239.18 
Please refer to General Response 1.  Monitoring, as provided for in the CEQA guidelines, has a 
very narrow focus and refers to mitigation monitoring.  Mitigations proposed in an EIR need to 
be monitored to ensure they are implemented. Monitoring, as included in the DFMP, is much 
broader, including monitoring of general environment conditions and trends.  Monitoring and 
adaptive management, both formal and informal are used by forest resource managers on a 
daily basis.  While past monitoring and adaptive management in JDSF has been focused on 
timber related issues such as forest inventory, the DFMP makes a commitment to broaden the 
scope to include a wide range of other environmental factors.  While there may be some 
disagreement over the details of what is monitored and how the results will play into adaptive 
management, the commitment to the process is likely to have a long-term beneficial effect on 
environmental conditions.  The EIR assessed monitoring and adaptive management when 
impacts were assessed as part of the DFMP.    
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Response to Comment 239.19 
As the Plan provides for adaptive management, if the properties suggested for consideration in 
long-term monitoring are determined necessary by the Forest Manager to provide an indication 
to gauging ecological integrity, they can be added into the monitoring program at an 
appropriate time (DEIR, p. 49).   
 
Response to Comment 239.20 
Monitoring of plan provisions are not limited to outside of even-aged management areas 
(Caspar Creek Trails, etc.).  Please refer to Responses 239.16 and 239.19. 
 
Response to Comments 239.21 and 239.22 
Please refer to Responses 239.16, 239.18 and also 239.19. 
 
Response to Comment 239.23 and 239.24 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 239.25 
Nutrient cycling and soil fertility are expressed as a function of site quality, which is monitored 
through the continuous forest inventory system described in the DFMP on page 101. 
 
Response to Comment 239.26 
A step by step of the methodology used for the hydrologic peak flow analysis is detailed 
beginning on page 2 of Appendix 11.  It utilizes the same methodology the Forest Service 
Redwood Sciences Lab explicitly described in the Review of the Freshwater Flooding Analysis 
(Lisle et al. 2000).  The data for the analysis was obtained from JDSF GIS of harvesting (1980 to 
1999) to model past and proposed future harvesting with respect to peak flows.  Primary 
references utilized in the hydrologic analysis include Lewis et al. (2001) Impacts of Logging on 
Storm Peak Flows, Flow Volumes and Suspended Sediment Loads in Caspar Creek, California, and 
related studies compiled in The Caspar Creek Story (6 May 1998; Ukiah, California. General Tech. 
Rep. PSW GTR-168). 
 
Response to Comments 239.27 and 239.28 
Please refer to Response JS-239.26. 
 
Response to Comment 239.29 
Biodiversity is an important component of ecosystem health.  Biodiversity will be provided for 
by the variety of management practices (from no harvest in old-growth stands and pygmy 
forest to a variety of harvesting regimes) that are proposed under the DFMP.  The varied 
management practices will provide a variety of habitats, seral stages, and biotic and abiotic 
features that will allow for a diverse composition of taxa and genotypes across the JDSF.   
 
Response to Comment 239.30 
The DEIR does not conclude that Alternatives C, D and E will protect old-growth in similar 
ways (DEIR page 274, etc.). 
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Response to Comment 239.31   
Although the WLPZs may not provide optimal habitat for late successional forest interior 
species, such as the marbled murrelet and Pacific fisher, they will provide habitat and/or key 
elements for a variety of other sensitive species such as red-legged frogs, tailed-frogs, Vaux’s 
swift, red tree vole, olive-sided flycatcher, and osprey.  In addition, the WLPZ coupled with the 
retention of old-growth groves and buffers, spotted owl and other wildlife species core areas, 
special treatment areas, and unstable slopes, larger blocks of habitat may be provided. 
 
Although Chen et al. (1995) documented physical changes in microclimate gradients between 
30-240 m (98-787 feet) into the forest from the edge (the width of the WLPZs in the DFMP range 
up to 150 feet), they concluded that there is no single answer to the question, “How wide is the 
area influenced by edge?” A number of factors, such as aspect, adjacent habitat (e.g. clearcut vs. 
selectively harvested habitat), local weather conditions, season, and wind, cannot be overlooked 
when evaluating the effects of edge on microclimate.  In addition, the effects of microclimate on 
wildlife species vary and have not been extensively studied in this area.  
 
Response to Comment 239.32 and 239.33 
The habitat of wildlife species that are either known to occur or potentially to occur on JDSF 
were assessed and evaluated in the DEIR   Please refer to response WW-237.8 and General 
Response 2.  
 
Response to Comment 239.34 and 239.35 
Please refer to General responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 239.36 and 239.37 
See response to comments 239.19 and 239.20. 
 
Response to Comment 239.38 
The DEIR is a program EIR that by its nature reflects landscape level issues rather than project 
or site specific issues.  Also, please refer to General Response 6. 
 
Response to Comment 239.39 
Please refer to Response WW-237.8 and General Response 1. 
  
Response to Comment 239.40 
Within the Biological Resources section pages 107-290 of the DEIR, discussions on ecological 
processes within the environmental settings are provided. Aquatic resources, botanical 
resources, timber resources, forest protection, wetlands, and wildlife habitat sections contain 
discussions on ecological processes involved.  Further discussion is provided in Appendix 8. 
 
Response to Comment 239.41 
Wildfires (uncontrolled) are discussed within the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section 
due to inherent risk of impacts to loss of timber, loss of wildlife and habitat, water quality, slope 
stability, and human related impacts – loss of life and property, per policy and guidance 
provided by CEQA (Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21001 and the CEQA Guidelines).   
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Because of the values involved, wildfire in the JDSF setting is not regarded as a beneficial 
ecological process.  However, fire is recognized as an important component within the redwood 
forest type ecosystem and a discussion on prescribed fire is included on page 316 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 239.42 
Table 41 on page 328 of the DEIR indicates that implementation of Alternative E would be 
expected to provide less fire protection due to less road maintenance and fire prevention 
techniques such as fuel break construction.  Table 41 also indicates that mitigation is feasible.   
 
Response to Comment 239.43 
Please refer to Response AF-93.3. 
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Letter RH-240 
  
Response to Comment 240.1  
Please refer to the DEIR page 9, Legislative Mandate.  JDSF was established as a State Forest as a 
representative example of the redwood region.  The regional importance of this State Forest is 
discussed and emphasized throughout the DFMP and the DEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 240.2 
As described in the DFMP and assessed in the DEIR, all old growth groves and old growth 
aggregations will be retained, and individual old-growth trees will be treated as specified in the 
DFMP.  In addition, please refer to General Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 240.3 
The oldest stands are not targeted for harvest as part of the DFMP.  The short-term harvest 
schedule includes a variety of timber stands that are generally representative of the 
merchantable stands in the Forest. Please refer to Response WW-237.1 for further details. 
 
Response to Comment 240.4 
Please refer to Responses WW-237.8 and 237.9, and RL-238.22. 
 
Response to Comment 240.5 
The phrase “highest quality forest habitat” is subjective and can be interpreted in a number of 
ways.  Native plants and animals require a wide range of habitats from forest openings to forest 
with late seral characteristics.  The goals and objectives of the DFMP promote management 
practices the will lead to the retention and development of a diversity of habitats to support 
native species. 
 
It is incorrect to conclude that most of the mapped 18-inch DBH is slated for harvest based on a 
review of Figures F, H and M.  Please refer to Response WW-237.1 for further details. 
 
Responses to Comment 240.6 
Please refer to Figure H for a map indicating connectivity of old growth groves, late seral 
development areas, and riparian areas.  Since “high quality habitat” as used in the comment is a 
subjective phrase open to a wide range of interpretations, it is not possible to identify such 
habitat connections.  The adjacent public lands are composed of vegetation types similar in 
nature as those present on JDSF.  The Big River estuary area has historically been an industrial 
owned timberland that has a similar land use history as JDSF.  It consists of intensively 
managed young growth redwood forests, similar to JDSF.  Please refer to Responses WW-237.8 
and RL-238.22 for additional information.  
 
Responses to Comment 240.7 
A range of stream protection measures was considered in the EIR.  Alternative “A” proposed no 
active management, providing steam protection in excess of the NMFS or USFS standards.  
Alternatives D and E proposed USFS FEMAT stream protections as mentioned in the comment.  
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Alternative B proposed the FPR stream protections and Alternative C included the DFMP 
protections.  The DEIR found that DFMP stream protection would not result in significant 
environmental effects.  The DEIR discusses LWD recruitment, water temperature and sediment 
delivery to watercourses as requested in the comment.          
 
Responses to Comment 240.8 
Please refer to General Response 1 and 5. 
 
Responses to Comment 240.9 
It is interesting to note that JDSF was obtained as cutover timberland with a primary goal of 
demonstrating how cutover land could be reforested and made fully productive.  The comment 
notes, “We are challenged to restore heavily logged forests and to protect and promote recovery of 
endangered species while providing a sustainable supply of timber.”  Since being acquired by the 
State, JDSF has been actively demonstrating how landowners can accomplished these exact 
objectives.  The DFMP will allow JDSF to continue on this path with an increasing emphasis on 
wildlife, watersheds and ecosystem processes.   
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Letter VT-241 (Campaign to Restore Jackson State Redwood 
Forest) 
 
Response to Comment 241.1 
The forest inventory, timber growth, and allowable cut information presented in the DFMP was 
subjected to an independent review as part of the DEIR process.  The review indicated that JDSF 
personnel used “modern, best available techniques to ensure the growth and yield estimates 
utilized in the planning process were as comprehensive and accurate as possible” (refer to 
Appendix 8A – Page 15).  The timber inventory and growth techniques used by JDSF staff are 
fully disclosed in the Appendix.  The information is provided in the appendix rather that the 
body of the DEIR due to the technical nature of the material (CEQA guidelines section 15147).    
 
Many of the comments included in the letter are aimed at management practices proposed in 
the DFMP or past actions of CDF.  A reference to general response 1 is appropriate in many 
cases, however a more direct and detailed set of responses has been provided.  Furthermore, 
Article 10 of the CEQA guidelines addresses many of the concerns included in the comment 
letter.  Section 15146 states that the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to 
the degree of specificity of the activity described in the EIR.  A program EIR need not be as 
detailed as an EIR on a specific project that may follow.  The level of analysis in an EIR is subject 
to the rule of reason.  The information presented and the analysis needs to be specific enough to 
permit informed decision making and public participation.  However, the need for thorough 
discussion and analysis is not to be construed to serve as an easy way for project opponents to 
defeat projects.  Section 15147 states that information contained in an EIR shall include 
summarized technical data, and detailed technical data should be placed in an appendix.  
Section 15148 states that scientific documents relating to environmental features should be cited, 
but not included in the EIR.   
 
Considering these guidelines, the amount of information and level of detail provided in regards 
to forest inventory, timber growth and allowable cut information presented in the body of the 
EIR, Appendix 8 and as cited is entirely appropriate for a program EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 241.2 
The inventory data in the DFMP and DEIR presents a detailed and accurate picture of the 
resource situation on the Forest, and is more than adequate for informed decision-making and 
public participation.  The inventory results provided in Appendix 8 of the DEIR are aggregated 
by geographic area (east end and west end of the forest), vegetation and site classes.  The 
inventory was designed for this scope of analysis and reporting and is consistent with 
standards of practice in the profession. This level of detail exceeds that contained in past 
management plans.  All the inventory data for JDSF is publicly available in electronic form, and 
was made available to the commenter.  The commenter is free to engage in any data analysis he 
sees fit.  
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Past management plans for JDSF and the inventory information therein exhibit a clear pattern of 
change over time as the management situation changed. Research and demonstration on JDSF is 
now shifting away from a primary emphasis on timber commodities to also include issues such 
as sustainable forestry, public trust resource protection and non-timber commodities. Many of 
the detailed timber resource reports of past plans have been replaced with other analyses more 
relevant to the challenges of forestry in the twenty-first century. The current JDSF management 
plan continues the tradition of adapting to changes in societal priorities and forest research 
needs. 
 
Response to Comment 241.3 
The inventory and growth data presented in the management plan and reviewed in the DEIR 
are accurate and unbiased. The data is presented in a logical, organized fashion that enables the 
reader to evaluate the proposed management plan. JDSF inventories were developed according 
to accepted scientific and professional standards by licensed professional foresters. CDF 
believes the inventories supporting this management plan to be correct and unbiased, and 
constitute the best available evidence of inventory and growth information on JDSF. 
 
The February 11, 1999 letter from then-Director Wilson to Vince Taylor answered the earlier 
questions raised and demonstrated that the concerns were groundless. Consequently, there is 
no reason for CDF to engage in further analyses. 
 
The complete inventory data for JDSF was made available to the submitter on July 13, 2001. 
CDF believes that the data speak for themselves, and that an examination of the actual data will 
confirm CDF’s analysis and results. 
 
Response to Comment 241.4 
This comment, and other related comments questioning the validity of the presented inventory 
and growth information, presents no analysis of the actual inventory data.  Rather, the 
submitter presents only speculation about purported inconsistencies in CDF’s published 
inventory reports spanning four decades, selectively quoting summary statistics out of context 
and incorrectly interpreting results.  This speculative line of theorizing about likely problems 
with JDSF’s inventories are groundless.  They are also wholly irrelevant because the inventory 
data are hard facts, not subjective opinion. The actual inventory data can easily be examined to 
indisputably verify or refute CDF’s inventory estimates. All JDSF inventory data were made 
available to the submitter on July 13, 2001. CDF believes that the data speak for themselves, and 
that an examination of the actual data will confirm CDF’s analysis and results.  
 
Response to Comment 241.5 
The management plan was not based on the IFI alone, both the IFI and the CFI served as a basis 
for the plan. 
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The discussion of discrepancies in growth estimates mixes apples and oranges by comparing 
different definitions of growth. The forestry literature identifies at least four different 
definitions of stand growth, incorporating different combinations of mortality, ingrowth, and 
harvest. A rigorous explanation of the different components of growth can be found in most 
forestry textbooks. 
 
The most recent 1999 CFI remeasurement supports the IFI inventory results. The IFI and CFI are 
independent sampling efforts, with different objectives and sampling designs. They are not 
directly comparable.  Both inventories must also be tempered with an understanding of the 
nature of statistical estimates. For these reasons it would be unreasonable to expect them to give 
the exact same results. 
 
The underlying premise that a lack of close correspondence in estimates between previous 
generations of CFI data and recent IFI data in and of itself is indicative of an error in the IFI, CFI 
or both, is intrinsically invalid. It is unreasonable to demand perpetual consistency between 
inventories over time, especially over a time span of four decades.  Forest inventories are 
moving targets because forests are dynamic living systems that continually alter their growth 
relationships with time. Inventories are used as adaptive management tools that enable the 
scientific and professional community to acquire new knowledge over time. This in turn may 
warrant taking a fresh look at old assumptions and revisiting the analysis of old data. 
  
It is relatively easy to find inconsistencies in any time series of data that spans 40 years of 
measurements, if one sets out to do so.  Such an approach however, fundamentally misses the 
point.  Rather than a liability, CDF believes such inconsistencies constitute a compelling 
testimony to the CFI’s proven value as an adaptive management tool. The JDSF CFI data is an 
unequalled repository of historical resource information in the redwood region. The CFI system 
is still in use for both research and management, which is a testament to its quality and value as 
a feedback mechanism. 
 
Response to Comment 241.6 
Initial CFI inventories incorporated the premise of harvesting exactly equal to growth, thereby 
maintaining the initial age structure of the Forest and obviating the need for measuring heights 
at every remeasurement. The fact that past CFI reports did not update the height-diameter 
relationship to account for a maturing age structure over time does not indicate that historic nor 
current results are wrong. It simply reflects a gradual discovery of the fact that the Forest was 
not cutting as much as it was growing thereby creating an older forest and gradually requiring 
an update of the height-diameter relationship.  
 
The commenter selectively quotes one of several factors of the cause of changes in diameter-
height relationships in a forest over time, and incorrectly labels it as CDF’s explanation. The 
February 11, 1999 letter from then-Director Wilson to Vince Taylor resolved the issues raised 
here. 
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The comment includes a CDF document that explains the differences between the CFI and IFI 
inventory results (comment attachment VT-IN-11). The comment provides figures 1 and 2 of the 
CDF document as comment Figures 2-7 and 2-8, and refers to them as showing volume as a 
function of diameter. This is not correct.  The figures show the relationship of tree diameter to 
height.  While the comment may be correct in stating there is about a 7% difference in the 
segment of the curves for redwood trees from 12 to 30 inches DBH, this is a difference in height, 
not volume.  When this difference in height is converted to difference in volume, the difference 
is 14% as demonstrated in the CDF document provided with the comment.  The CDF document 
also demonstrates how this 14% difference accounts for the majority of the difference in the CFI 
and IFI inventory results, given the statistical accuracy of the two inventories.  The difference in 
diameter-height relationships is based on measured differences, not theoretical as indicated in 
the comment.   
 
Response to Comment 241.7 
A review of the CRYPTOS methodology used to estimate growth on JDSF is provided in the 
JDSF Option A document.  Appendix 8A of the DEIR includes an independent review of the 
growth estimate on JDSF.  The review indicated that although there are some concerns with the 
way CRYPTOS responds when trees are added to the understory of a modeled timber stand, 
JDSF was aware of this, made adjustments, and used the model appropriately.  The modeled 
growth estimates were judged to be reasonable considering: 
  

• modeled growth was more conservative than the measured growth  
• future inventories would be used to monitor modeled growth against the measured 

growth, and  
• adaptive management would allow JDSF to periodically adjust estimated growth levels.  

 
Response to Comment 241.8 
JDSF data collection procedures for the IFI and CFI, including the site index sampling protocol, 
is statistically unbiased and follows accepted sampling practices in professional forestry. This 
comment appears to arise from a lack of knowledge of the definition of site index in forestry 
and appropriate sampling procedures.  Most forestry textbooks provide a thorough discussion 
of this subject. 
 
JDSF data collection procedures for the IFI and CFI follow standard and practice in the industry. 
They are objective and unbiased.    
 
The documents cited to support this comment, and other comments, question the validity of the 
data because field data collection procedures were clarified while in progress.   To the contrary, 
this citation indicates that appropriate data collection quality control and quality assurance 
practices were in place.  Check cruising field data and providing the results of the check cruise 
to the field crews is the standard practice.  If problems are found or suspected, procedures are 
changed or other action is taken to address the problem.  This is the process documented in the 
citation. 
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Response to Comment 241.9 
This comment is incorrect.  The 65 MMBF growth figure used in the DFMP and the DEIR is 
based on remeasurements of 141 CFI plots completed in 1999. 
 
This comment appears to be based on an internal CDF memo describing a computer growth 
simulation based on remeasurements of 141 CFI plots completed in 1999. The memo in question 
simply describes an independent growth model projection done to compare with the estimated 
growth. It is standard practice in the industry to conduct independent simulations using several 
methods to compare with and validate an inventory or growth estimate. 
 
Confusion may stem from the fact that the 1999 CFI remeasurement data was used in both the 
CRYPTOS run referenced in the comment and the calculation of the 65 MMBF growth figure 
used in the DFMP.  It is interesting to note that the modeled future growth is fairly close to the 
measured past growth.  The CRYPTOS run cited in the comment was completed by JDSF staff 
for in house use, not to support growth estimations for the Option A document, the DFMP or 
the DEIR.  The allowable cut figure used in the DFMP is based on the JDSF Option A document.  
A separate set of CRYPTOS model runs were used in the Option A document.  DFMP page 47 
references the measured 65 MMBF forest growth and the Option A allowable cut of 39 MMBF.  
 
All of the growth and allowable cut estimates are based on the standard of practice within the 
forestry profession and, while not directly comparable due to the different methodologies used 
and different objectives, they can be used in combination to develop a better understanding of 
forest growth on JDSF.  As discussed in the Appendix 8A, measured growth provides insight on 
how the forest has grown in response to past management.  Modeled growth provides insight 
on how the forest will likely respond to proposed management practices.  Allowable cut 
estimations take into the various constraints that limit harvesting.   
 
Response to Comment 241.10 
CDF staff continually engages in vigorous debate about JDSF management. Sometimes they will 
exaggerate their discussion to get a point across, or play devil’s advocate to explore the 
consequences of different viewpoints. CDF attempts to cultivate this kind of open discussion 
between our staff, and in fact view this as a strength rather than a weakness.  
 
The material quoted represents one of many different viewpoints held by CDF Foresters on a 
variety of issues. Many of these communications constitute preliminary work products 
completed several years ago and appropriately should be interpreted in context of the eventual 
resolution of the issues that were discussed. None of this material present evidence to indicate 
the current management plan or DEIR is inadequate in any way.   The DFMP and DEIR utilize 
current, statistically valid forest inventory information. 
 
Validation:  The IFI inventory was check cruised to rigorous standards and found to be 
accurate.  The 1995 validation project was a preliminary work product.  Its objective was to 
bring the IFI inventory data into a spatial GIS context.  This was the beginning of a larger effort 
to begin a sustained yield plan project.  The validation project was replaced by the sustained 
yield plan / habitat conservation plan project, starting in 1996. 
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This communication cited in this comment in regards to the validation project is quoted out of 
context. The remainder of the communication reveals that no concern about inventory accuracy 
existed. No particular problems were encountered beyond what is normal in inventory updates 
and data management. 
 
Group Selection: Group selection is defined as an uneven-aged silvicultural method in forestry. 
The management plan proposes that the majority of JDSF acreage be managed under uneven-
aged methods.  It is also important to recognize that as part of JDSF’s research and 
demonstration forest, the management plan attempts to maintain flexibility to implement as 
wide a range of different silvicultural methods as possible. 
 
Response to Comment 241.11 
The management plan describes in detail the criteria and decision process used in developing 
the five-year harvest schedule.  JDSF foresters used IFI results along with other information 
including professional judgment and knowledge of on-the-ground conditions to develop the 
silvicultural allocation plan and the five-year schedule of THPs. This constitutes the standard of 
practice in the industry. 
 
Response to Comment 241.12 
The comment fails to include a critical component of the Forest Practice Rules (FPR) applicable 
to maximum sustained production (MSP).  The code and regulation quoted in the comment 
provide guidance regarding MSP, while the FPR include a set of rules that THPs need to 
comply with to demonstrate MSP.  The DEIR provides a discussion of the current rule 
requirements regarding MSP.   Achieving MSP through compliance with the FPRs should also 
fulfill the Board’s direction to manage State Forests to achieve MMAI.  The Draft Management 
Plan and THPs on JDSF follows all the laws, regulations and policies pertaining to maximum 
sustained production, including the CMAI/MMAI mandate. 
 
The CMAI construct by definition applies only to stands managed under even-aged 
silvicultural systems. The majority of the acreage on JDSF is managed under uneven-aged 
silvicultural systems, making CMAI a non-issue on the majority of JDSF acreage. 
 
It is true that the point of CMAI for coastal redwood on medium to poor sites is not as well 
defined as for other conifer species in this area.  The CMAI concept as used in forestry however, 
usually refers to stand growth not individual tree growth. Few if any stands on JDSF consist 
purely of redwood trees. Most stands contain a mix of redwood with other species such as 
Douglas-fir, for which the age of CMAI is well established. Consequently, the range of rotation 
ages we plan in the Management Plan are intended to bracket the age of CMAI.  
 
The CMAI policy must be interpreted in context with all of the other BOF policies JDSF must 
comply with, in addition to the Forest Practice Act and the Forest Practice Rules. JDSF must 
balance the CMAI mandate with the requirement to annually sell high yield timber sales,  
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contribute to the local economy, and research and demonstrate a wide range of forest 
management practices. Elevating the CMAI policy to a status of exclusive priority would violate 
all of these other mandates. 
 
CDF’s approach to meeting all of the policies of the BOF has not changed since the last 
management plan in 1983. The BOF approval of the 1983 Management Plan indicates that CDF’s 
balancing the CMAI mandate with other BOF policies as well as laws and regulations, meets the 
overall mandate of the BOF as expressed in their policies.  
 
Some stands on JDSF, primarily on the east end, are below optimum conifer stocking according 
to many criteria. Achieving maximum sustained production in these stands may indicate 
harvesting before the age of CMAI.  
 
Identifying the ages of CMAI for coastal redwood forests is an area of research that JDSF has 
engaged in for some time and that will continue as part of the research and demonstration 
mandate.  Stands in old growth groves and many second-growth stands currently have and will 
develop rotation ages to bracket the CMAI of redwood trees. 
 
Response to Comment 241.13 
This conclusion is based on a misunderstanding of the requirements of the FPRs and the 
interrelation of the various documents that will govern JDSF management.   As indicated in the 
DEIR, the management plan and the Option A plan to which the THPs will be tiered clearly 
demonstrates that all THPs on JDSF will achieve maximum sustained yield. 
 
The discussion of criteria for developing the 5-year short-term harvest schedule includes 
management objectives articulated in the management plan, and stand manipulation priorities. 
Both criteria include the CMAI objective. 
 
Response to Comment 241.14 
The allowable cut is clearly defined in the DFMP. The management plan references the JDSF 
Option A plan for details of the methods used and modeling results used in deriving the 
allowable cut.  CDF believes the JDSF Option A plan objectively establishes that this harvest 
level is sustainable and will not degrade forest values. 
 
Response to Comment 241.15 
This statement is not entirely correct.  The inventory methodologies and growth estimations 
used to determine the allowable cut figure for the DFMP were evaluated as part of the DEIR 
process.  JDSF has used currently accepted inventory methodologies conducted under the 
supervision of an RPF.  Likewise, the growth estimations were conducted appropriately.  When 
reviewed in its entirety, the determination of allowable cut in the DFMP is a conservative figure 
that should be below forest growth for at least the next several decades.  The DFMP clearly 
outlined the process used to determine the allowable cut figure, and the DEIR conducted a 
review of that process and found it to be acceptable.  There are many ways to conduct forest 
inventories and growth estimates.  They each have strengths and weaknesses that need to be 
evaluated to determine the most appropriate method for a given set of circumstances.  
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Developing and conducting appropriate forest inventories and growth estimates for an 
ownership falls within the realm of professional forestry and professional foresters supervised 
the JDSF inventory and growth estimations.  The comment indicates disagreement with the 
methodologies used, but this disagreement does not mean that the methods used or the results 
are invalid or incorrect.   
 
Forests are characterized by very large areas and a large number of individual trees per acre, 
making inventorying parts of the forest each year and updating for growth and harvest on 
remaining acres a common practice. It is not uncommon for forest inventory data to be 10 – 15 
years old. CDF’s inventory efforts are continuously ongoing; parts of the Forest is inventoried 
each year. CDF’s inventories and growth estimations reflect the standards of practice in the 
profession.   
 
Response to Comment 241.16 
The purpose of the Management Plan is to provide on-the-ground management guidance for 
JDSF foresters. The determination of the allowable cut and its supporting analyses is contained 
in the Option A plan for the Forest.  The Option A plan includes the type of information 
requested in the comment regarding reduction of harvest potential in special concern areas.  
The Option A plan for JDSF has been submitted for approval to CDF Forest Practice and is 
currently under review. 
 
The allowable cut calculation method used in past management plans and referenced in the 
comment is one possible approach to estimating an allowable cut. Many other approaches exist, 
including the approach used in the JDSF Option A plan.  An allowable cut based solely on 
growth estimates and acreage reduction factors permits only a rudimentary ability to recognize 
constraints on timber production from other forest values. Such an approach allows no facility 
for evaluating the long-term consequences of proposed actions, an essential step in deriving a 
sustainable harvest level for forest stands, which can take many decades to grow to maturity.  A 
long-term harvest schedule as used in the Option A plan, with explicit recognition of constraints 
on timber production from other forest values, allows a much more accurate estimate of the 
allowable cut. CDF believes the projections of forest growth used in the Option A plan 
accurately estimates true growth rates on the Forest. 
 
Response to Comment 241.17 
CDF believes the allowable cut estimate is conservative and constitutes an objective and 
accurate estimate based on the best available data. The methods used to arrive at the estimate 
are standard and practice in the industry and they are well documented.  
 
The illustrative calculation provided to support the submitter’s statement is meaningless in its 
oversimplification.  Restricted acres are only in rare cases entirely removed from timber 
production; most often restrictions call for some kind of light harvest regime. Different stands in 
different areas of the forest have different rates of growth.  The 1999 CFI data represents the 
most recent estimate of current growth on the forest. 
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Response to Comment 241.18 
 
The DEIR does not and is not required to include all public comments submitted at the 
scooping sessions.   
 
Response to Comment 241.19 
Several comments request changes in the language of the management plan to correspond to 
the opinions of the submitter. CDF recognizes that there may be disagreements on many of the 
statements in the management plan. CDF however, believes the management plan, as 
supported by the EIR, is correct in its current form, and is based on substantial data, solid 
science and high professional standards. 
 
The question the EIR needed to address is, given the current condition of the Forest, will the 
proposed action result in significant environmental effects.  The EIR includes substantial 
discussion on past harvesting and silvicultural methods used on the forest that have resulted in 
the development of the current Forest condition.  The effects of the proposed action on timber 
inventory and maximum sustained production of high quality forest products (MSP) is 
addressed in EIR section 6.3.6 Timber Resources – Project Impacts.   The EIR found that when 
the proposed harvest levels are compared to either the measured growth or the modeled 
estimated growth, there would not be a significant environmental effect.  This determination is 
based on forest inventory methods and forest growth modeling conducted under the 
supervision of RPFs.  The DEIR, the DFMP and the Option “A” document all recognized the 
potential for discrepancies between modeled growth and measured growth.  The DEIR 
determined that the periodic forest inventory updates were appropriate to monitor the 
relationship between modeled growth, measured growth, forest inventory levels and harvest 
levels.   
 
Response to Comment 241.20 
Several comments request changes in the language of the management plan to correspond to 
the opinions of the submitter. The comments presented are largely subjective opinion.  CDF 
recognizes that there may be disagreements on many of the statements in the management plan. 
CDF however, believes the management plan, as supported by the EIR, is correct in its current 
form, and is based on substantial data, solid science and high professional standards. 
 
Response to Comment 241.21 
The commenter has presented no convincing evidence of inaccuracies in JDSF’s inventory data, 
but merely speculative theories of “likely” problems with JDSF’s inventory data and analysis.  
The JDSF inventory data support the statements made in the management plan and the DEIR.  
Comments focus on past management practices and largely disregards the management 
practices proposed in the DFMP currently under review.  For example, it is true the old growth 
trees have been largely harvested from JDSF under past management plans.  However, the 
transition from old growth harvesting to young growth management was considered beneficial, 
and demonstration of the orderly transition was one of the primary objectives of the State Forest  
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System.  The DFMP focuses on retention of the remaining old growth and demonstrating 
continued management of young growth forests.  The EIR recognized this and indicated that 
significant impacts to existing old growth resources are likely to occur.   
 
The increase in miles of road reflects the relocation of roads from lower slopes with higher 
potential for impacts, to upper slopes with lower potential impacts.  Although road miles may 
have increased, impacts have decreased.  The road management plan included in the DFMP 
will continue this trend.  This was recognized in the EIR. 
 
Caspar Creek and Hare Creek were among the first areas logged during the original old growth 
logging, and therefore included the oldest young growth on the Forest.  When JDSF started to 
harvest young growth, it was logical to start in the areas with the oldest young growth, with no 
thought given at the time to seral stage distribution.  The clearcut harvest in the North Fork 
Casper Creek is part of the long term Casper Creek Watershed Study that has produced 
significant new understanding of forest management impacts.   
 
Points (d) and (e) in this comment are misinterpretations of data as showing a negative impact 
or declining trend across the forest.  Point (d) relies on figure 1 of the 1983 FMP, which shows a 
change in size class distribution over time, to indicate a declining trend.  This data when 
considered alone is not enough to make such an interpretation.  When additional factors such as 
age and volume are included, the size class distribution can be seen in perspective.  When a 
stand increases in age and volume, as the other figures and tables in the 1983 management plan 
indicate, it would be expected to see an overall decrease in trees per acre and a shift in size class 
distribution with fewer smaller trees.  This is indicated in figure 1 referenced above.  Point (e) is 
a continuation of previous comments in general disagreement with current inventory results.  
However, the CDF document included as comment attachment VN-IN-11 demonstrates that the 
CFI inventory, when properly adjusted using the corrected diameter to height ratios, indicates a 
steady increase in forest inventory.  As a final note, the EIR indicates that ongoing monitoring 
and studies show generally improving trends in watershed condition.   
 
Response to Comment 241.22 
It is not correct to assume that specific details of activities for the next five years are known 
now. Rotation ages, cutting cycles and specifics of silvicultural prescriptions are only specified 
in broad categories.  Harvest plan boundaries, yarding methods, stream classifications, species 
occurrence during the year of operations and numerous other details are not know for 
individual projects.  Completing a detailed analysis of these potential future projects would 
require a large amount of speculation and result in very uncertain findings.  A detailed analysis 
of future harvesting will occur on a project basis through the THP review process.   This tiered 
approach is in compliance with CEQA guidelines and is appropriate for the proposed 
management plan. 
 
Response to Comment 241.23 
CDF believes the statement is an accurate reflection of the contents of the management plan. 
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Response to Comment 241.24 
The management plan strives to integrate all the plans for different disciplines into one 
consolidated management plan. CDF believes the recreation portion of the management plan is 
a solid basis for management guidance as well as public participation. 
 
Response to Comment 241.25 
Guidelines for forest management in neighbor buffers are spelled out in the management plan.  
Because of an infinite range of individual management situations, professional expertise of 
resource managers in each particular case guided by direction in the management plan is 
preferred. This is standard accepted methodology. 
 
Response to Comment 241.26 
The Railroad Gulch study is a long-term research installation. Logistical factors such as funding 
and staffing level commonly warrants modifying original study plans.  CDF believes the 
Railroad Gulch study experimental design is robust to changes in treatment timing and the 
study continues to be viable. 
 
Response to Comment 241.27 
The Mendocino Woodlands special treatment area includes a portion of the Thompson Gulch 
watershed.  The Thompson Gulch watershed also extends upstream beyond the boundary of 
the STA.  One of the potential timber harvest operations identified in the short-term harvest 
schedule includes a portion of the Thompson Gulch watershed.  The exact boundaries of the 
timber operations are not yet known.  Those depicted on the figure constitute a very 
rough estimate.  The upper Thompson Gulch operation, to the extent that specifics are known, 
will include a demonstration of silviculture designed to accelerate the recruitment of late-seral 
forest habitat.  The specifics of the silvicultural prescription are unknown, and will not be 
known until such time as CDF personnel evaluate the area and consult with applicable fish and 
wildlife agencies on prescription design.  DPR will also be consulted for that portion of the 
operation that may include the STA.  The Department will not speculate concerning the 
specifications of this potential future plan or the environmental effects that may occur.  
 
Response to Comment 241.28 
Walter S. Roundtree, Deputy Attorney General, in opinion 47-4 (March 31, 1947) provided an 
interpretation of the types of uses that would be allowed in the Mendocino Woodlands Area 
based on the language contained in the transfer deed.  In that opinion, a letter from the 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior dated October 31, 1946 is quoted as follows: 
 
“I also believe that the harvesting of forest products in accordance with recognized 
conservation principles and practices, and the conducting of forest experiments and 
demonstrations would be compatible with the term “conservation purposes,” since it is 
generally acknowledged that such economic and scientific utilization of timberland areas 
ultimately results in the conservation of our forest resources.” 
 
The Deputy Attorney General concurred with the Assistant Secretary of the Interior that the 
language of the deed does not preclude the logging proposed by the state. 
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Response to Comment 241.29 and 241.30  
The forested landscape of JDSF is a constantly changing mosaic characteristic of a living 
ecosystem. The direction and rate of change varies with an almost infinite number of factors. 
This variability defies the imposition of rules, thresholds and quantitative standards. This issue 
is best dealt with on a case-by-case basis using professional judgment of experienced foresters 
familiar with the local conditions. 
 
Response to Comment 241.31 
The discussion of impacts on recreation in the DEIR uses standard techniques for analysis. CDF 
believes this discussion follows the standards of practice in the industry and is a meaningful 
basis for informed decision-making and public participation. 
 
Response to Comment 241.32 
An economic analysis of the alternatives is included in the DEIR.  The estimate of employment 
related to timber harvest uses standard techniques for estimating short and medium term 
employment changes. Long-term studies of unemployed timber workers have demonstrated 
that workers do find other employment after their unemployment payments run out of if new 
opportunities emerge. The length of unemployment has been documented to be up to two years 
in many cases. Many workers have to take employment at jobs paying closer to the average 
wage in the county as opposed to the higher wage they received for their specific skill set in the 
timber industry. Economic costs to the state unemployment fund and individual workers will 
be high and directly proportional to estimated wage losses. 
 
Response to Comment 241.33 
A review of the economic effects and employment opportunities at JDSF from hiking, wildlife 
viewing, mountain biking, kayaking and general forest viewing showed no conflict between the 
recreation open access policy on JDSF and the limited acreage in timber harvests – they are 
complementary. 
 
Tradeoffs between recreation values and timber values were considered in detail in the Option 
“A” harvest schedule that determined the allowable cut. 
 
 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-277  

 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-278  

 
 
 



Section IV 
Individual Responses and Letters 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc IV-279  

Letter BH-242 and BH-311 (duplicate letters) 
 
Response to Comment 242.1  
Please refer to General Response 1.  This section of the DFMP discusses the process JDSF staff 
will go through to sell timber and is outside the scope of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 242.2   
The DEIR focuses on the environmental impacts of the DFMP as required by CEQA.  Social and 
economic effects are not considered environmental effects under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment 242.3    
Please refer to general response 1.  
 
Response to Comment 242.4    
Please refer to General Response 1.   The DEIR focuses on the environmental impacts of the 
DFMP as required by CEQA.  Social and economic effects are not considered environmental 
effects under CEQA. 
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Letter DT-247 
 
Response to Comment 247.1 
The DEIR did not identify significant environmental impacts that would require mitigation by 
transferring the jurisdiction of Mendocino Woodlands STA or original park area from CDF to 
the California Department of State Parks and Recreation.   
 
Response to Comment 247.2 
Pages 404 and 405 of the DEIR discuss the existing trails within the MWSTA.  Road and trail 
buffers are discussed on DFMP page 147 and DEIR page 411, and are depicted on DEIR Figure 
H. 
 
Response to Comment 247.3 
Refer to DEIR page 400 for a discussion of the legislative direction for the MWSTA, including 
education of the public on the utilization of natural resources.   
 
Response to Comment 247.4 
CDF operations as currently conducted and as proposed in the DFMP are in complete 
compliance with the original federal mandate for the Mendocino Woodlands.  Later seral 
habitat development, marbled murrelet habitat and anadromous fisheries concerns have all 
been thoroughly addressed in the EIR.  Please refer to General Responses 4 and 5. 
 
Response to Comment 247.5 
The MOU between CDF and State Parks is accurately summarized in the DEIR. The DEIR did 
not identify significant environmental impacts that would require mitigation by establishing a 
300-foot no harvest buffer around the features described in the comment.   
 
Response to Comment 247.6 
Although Professor Helms may no longer be associated with the study area, the Railroad Gulch 
study is a long-term research installation. Logistical factors such as funding and staffing level 
commonly warrants modifying original study plans.  CDF believes the Railroad Gulch study 
experimental design is robust to changes in treatment timing and the study continues to be 
viable.  Treatment of the invasive pampas grass is addressed as part of the integrated weed 
management approach included in the DFMP.  Implementation of a harvest plan to continue 
the study in the area would provide CDF the opportunity to implement a weed management 
strategy at the same time.  The two actions are not exclusive.   
 
Response to Comment 247.7 
The DEIR did not identify significant environmental impacts that would require mitigation by 
establishing a no-harvest area for approximately an 800-acre outholding. 
 
Response to Comment 247.8 
Refer to general response 2. 
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Response to Comment 247.9 
The DEIR did not identify significant environmental impacts that would require mitigation by 
transferring the jurisdiction of Mendocino Woodlands STA or original park area from CDF to 
the California Department of State Parks and Recreation. 
 
Response to Comment 247.10 
The DEIR found that implementation of the DFMP would not result in significant impacts to 
marbled murrelets.  However, comments such as this and others from State Agencies and the 
public regarding marbled murrelets in Russian Gulch, have led CDF to develop an additional 
MAMU habitat enhancement area.  Refer to response to comment BH-49.5 and 49.6 for 
additional information.   
 
Response to Comment 247.11 
MWCA requests that a copy of the Criteria of Adverse Effect of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation  (36 CFR Part 800) be provided.  The criteria are a part of the Code of Federal 
Regulations and are available to the public in a number of different venues, including libraries 
and the Internet.  Please refer to General Response 2.   
 
Response to Comment 247.12 
CDF is the lead agency responsible for approving THPs.   However, as discussed on DEIR page 
400, CDF solicit and consider the recommendations of State Parks as part of the THP process for 
plans in the MWSTA.   
 
Response to Comment 247.13 
The DEIR did not identify significant environmental impacts that would require mitigation by 
designating the MWSTA a no harvest area.   
 
Response to Comment 247.14 
The application for boundary expansion was placed on hold by the National Park Service due to 
objections from CDF and significant questions and concerns raised by the California State 
Historic Preservation Office.   The Mendocino Woodlands Camp Association has been the main 
proponent of the boundary expansion without the support of CDF.  The proposal to trade the 
MWSTA for recently acquired land in the Big River Drainage is speculative and beyond the 
scope of this EIR.    
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Letter KH-248 
 
Response to Comment 248.1 
Please refer to Response WW-237.2. 
 
Response to Comment 248.2 and 248.3 
Please refer to Response WW-237.4 and General Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 248.4 and 248.5 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter RS-249 
 
Response to Comment 249.1 
The level of detail presented in the DEIR, as well as the DFMP and Alternative “A,” is 
appropriate for the program level DEIR completed for the DFMP.  Please refer to Response VT-
241.1 for more information relating to CEQA requirements for the level of detail that is 
appropriate for a program EIR.  The type of information requested in the comment is more 
appropriate to provide on a project level analysis such as a THP or NTMP. 
 
Providing the level of detail requested is not reasonable given the size of JDSF and the policy 
level direction provided in the DFMP.  The management compartments currently delineated on 
the Forest are broad areas identified for the silvicultural allocation plan.  Not all of the 
compartments are included in the short term harvest schedule, and it is not known at this time 
which compartments may be scheduled for harvest pas that time frame.  Furthermore, actual 
harvest area boundaries, yarding methods, specific silvicultural treatments, among other 
details, will be determined after site specific evaluation by resource professionals.  Presenting 
specific information at the management compartment level would not provide for a more 
meaningful analysis of the proposed project due to these uncertainties.  Further segregation into 
smaller compartments would be highly speculative at this time. 
 
Response to Comment 249.2 
Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines suggests that documents such as the Alternative “A” 
document should be cited but not included in an EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 249.3 
In the wildlife section of the DEIR, there is a discussion of the WHR types available across JDSF 
for each of the species addressed.  The discussion of available WHR types is based on 
conversion of JDSF vegetation types to WHR types as discussed in Appendix 8.  This conversion 
or "crosswalk" process resulted in an acceptable level of detail for forest wide discussions of 
WHR habitat, but not for site specific or project level analysis.  Also, JDSF does not have a 
harvest schedule past the 5-year schedule that would support long-term WHR projection 
modeling.  This type of analysis would be highly speculative and would not provide 
meaningful results. 
 
Response to Comment 249.4 
The DEIR reviewed the project as proposed in the DFMP.  The DFMP included the 240 sq. ft. 
per acre basal area standard.  This standard is based on the experience and professional 
judgment of JDSF staff and is supported as an appropriate standard in the DEIR.  It is a 
conservative standard that will allow some flexibility in managing the more densely stocked 
riparian zones, and limit operations in less densely stocked riparian zones.  Defining a diameter 
distribution beyond retaining the 10 largest trees would limit the flexibility of WLPZ 
management. 
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Response to Comment 249.5  
The geology and hydrology sections of the DEIR indicate that the road system is the most 
significant contributor of sediment into the aquatic system on JDSF.  The DFMP provides for a 
Road Management Plan to reduce and minimize road related sediment delivery.  Class III 
protection standards presented in the DFMP are consistent with the FPRs, and are the minimum 
standards that will be followed.  Site specific review during the THP preparation and review 
process will allow for development of additional class III protection measures if needed. 
 
Response to Comment 249.6 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 249.7 
A mitigation measure was included in the DEIR to address snag retention.  The decision to 
remove or leave snags that are felled will be made the project level. 
 
Response to Comment 249.8 and 249.9 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 249.10 
Please refer to response 1 of these comments.  Also, the DFMP and DEIR are explicit on the 
management of second-growth stands.  A detailed silvicultural allocation plan is provided and 
analyzed.  The second growth stands will be managed to achieve the desired future conditions 
as described in the DFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 249.11 
Dr. Thornburgh's analysis applies to the uneven-aged areas in general. 
 
Response to Comment 249.12 
Please refer to General Response 1.  Inner gorge areas would nearly always overlap with WLPZ 
late seral management areas. 
 
Response to Comment 249.13 
Old-growth groves and aggregations are defined in the DFMP as are old growth trees.  The 
definitions were detailed enough to allow review of potential impacts in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 249.14 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 249.15 
A rotation age of 60 years is consistent with the FPRs for site II and III lands.  As stated in the 
timber section of the DEIR, the Option A document will be updated to more clearly reflect the 
final management plan, which includes the 60 year rotation rather than the 80 year minimum. 
 
Response to Comment 249.16 
Please refer to General Response 1.  JDSF budget and staffing are outside the consideration on 
the EIR. 
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Letter PH-250 
 
Response to Comment 250.1 
Please refer to the DEIR Appendix 8C, pages 13-22 for a detailed information about the status of 
coho and steelhead in and around JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 250.2 
Appendix 8C, page 13 acknowledged the federal ESA listing status of coho and steelhead and 
that both species have undergone well-documented declines in overall abundance.  However, 
the DEIR did not specifically cite those two documents the commenter identified.  The DEIR did 
cite the NMFS (1996) coho status review and the Federal Register (Vol.65, No. 110, June 7, 2000) 
that officially noticed the listing status of Northern California steelhead trout.   However, the 
DEIR neglected to acknowledge the coho status review by the CDFG and their recommendation 
for listing as endangered under CESA.  Therefore, paragraph 2 on page 107 should have 
included the wording, “The California Department of Fish and Game has conducted a status 
review of coho salmon in the California Central Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit and has 
recommended the species be listed as endangered under CESA.” 
 
Appendix 8C, pages 15 and 16 reports on the general decline of coho populations regionally 
and in Mendocino County, as well as in the Little North Fork Noyo River between 1967 and 
1999.     
 
Response to Comment 250.3 
A discussion of the species shift from coho salmon to steelhead in the Little North Fork Noyo 
River using Burns (1972) and Valentine (2002) data can be found on page 16 of Appendix 8C. 
 
Response to Comment 250.4 
Barriers to migration were discussed in Appendix 8C, page 15. A barrier on Parlin Creek 
(bedrock sheet) and the South Fork Noyo (dam) were identified.  A total of 55 definite, 
probable, or possible barriers to fish migration were identified in the DEIR based on CDFG 
stream surveys.  These barriers are also identified on Figure D in the Figures section. The egg 
station weir was identified as blocking migration at low flows in Appendix 8C, page 16. 
 
Water extraction facilities are discussed on pages 372 and 373 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 250.5 
Thank you for pointing out the omission. The Gallagher et al. (2000) was not supplied to the 
consultants developing the DEIR.  Since receipt of this comment, a request for this document 
was made to Sean Gallagher (CDFG) in Fort Bragg.  That document has not arrived yet.  
However, Gallagher (2002) was received.  The following passage supercedes the first paragraph 
of DEIR Appendix 8C, page 16: 
 

Gallagher (2002) reported the results of the 2000-2001 spawner 
surveys and generated adult coho salmon and steelhead 
population estimates using two different methods.  The steelhead 
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redd-based estimate ranged from 258(+7) to 583 (+16) with an 
Area Under the Curve (AUC) estimate of 127-416.  The redd-based 
coho population was estimated to be 555 (+16) with the AUC 
estimate being 592.  Almost twice as many steelhead redds and 
many more times coho redds were observed during 2000-2001 
surveys than the 2000 period (Gallagher 2002).  This was 
attributed to the Gallagher (2000) surveys not starting until late-
February and not being able to survey the entire river (Gallagher 
2002). 

 
Response to Comment 250.6 
The DEIR used and referenced many CDFG stream surveys from 1995-1999 to describe the 
aquatic conditions on JDSF existing conditions.  Many of these referenced surveys also extended 
beyond the JDSF boundaries.  In those cases, the instream conditions were reported in the 
aggregate and not broken out by portions of streams within and outside JDSF.  In addition the 
DEIR utilized unpublished instream habitat information developed by Stillwater Sciences 
(1997).  Please see Appendix 8C for aquatic condition information.  
 
Response to Comment 250.7 
Please refer to Appendix 8C, pages 1 and 4 for a discussion of Knopp’s (1993) V* results.  The 
significance of the Knopp (1993) study was that it was designed to determine which 
components of cold water fish habitat could serve as future regulatory tools and provide a 
means to achieve effective fisheries protection.  The project sought to determine: 1) Which 
physical elements of instream habitat were affected by human activity in the upslope 
watershed; 2) What were the current range of values for those elements; 3) What was the 
current range of values that represented undisturbed habitat conditions; and 4) How the results 
of the study might be used in a regulatory framework.  The study found that V*, Riffle Armor 
Stability Index (RASI), and the median particle size of riffle gravels (D50) showed significant 
differences between reaches with different levels of upslope disturbance.  The study results 
showed V*, RASI, and D50 values responded negatively to the amount of management on 
public and private land.  However, the study did not evaluate how the observed differences in 
habitat affected fish populations.  The DEIR acknowledged that timber management can result 
in increased delivery of sediment to watercourses and proposed additional measures, beyond 
the FPR, to mitigate the potential impacts.  The new information does not change the 
conclusions of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 250.8 
Please refer to Appendix 8C, pages 10-12 for a discussion of water temperatures and the role of 
riparian vegetation and management. 
 
Response to Comment 250.9 
Please refer to Appendix 8C, pages 1 and 4 for a discussion of V* referencing Knopp (1993) and 
Lisle and Hilton (1999). V* is the ratio of average volume of fine sediment to residual pool 
volume.  A higher V* value indicates a pool that is perhaps subject to an abnormally high 
amount of fine sediment loading.  However, V* values can vary depending on local geology, 
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geomorphology, hydrology, and background sediment loads.  As pools fill with fine sediments 
the habitat generally becomes less suitable for salmonids, particularly coho salmon.  High V* 
values may also correlate with filling of interstitial spaces between gravel and cobbles resulting 
in low spawning habitat quality.   
 
Response to Comment 250.10 
Please see Appendix 8C, pages 11 and 12 for a discussion of where water temperatures exceed 
the threshold for coho salmon. 
 
Response to Comment 250.11 
Please see Appendix 8C, pages 11 and 12 for a discussion of where water temperatures exceed 
the threshold for coho salmon.  The discussion contains information regarding water 
temperatures exceeding thresholds on the mainstem S.F. Noyo and N. F. Big River.  However, 
no information is presented regarding water temperatures on private land. 
 
Response to Comment 250.12 
Please refer to Appendix 8C, pages 6-10 for an in-depth discussion of riparian health and 
function. 
 
Response to Comment 250.13 
Please refer to the DEIR pages 111-112 for a description of the proposed riparian protection 
measures. 
 
Response to Comment 250.14 
Please refer to the DEIR, page 369 and Appendix 11, pages 7-11 for the acknowledgement of the 
TMDL reports for the Noyo and Big Rivers. 
 
Response to Comment 250.15 
Please see Appendix 11 for a review of sediment and water quality problem that include a 
discussion of the Koehler et al. (2001) study, of which Graham Matthew’s was a co-author. 
 
Response to Comment 250.16 
The DFMP and DEIR propose management practices and mitigation measures that exceed the 
standard FPRs.  These include increased protection for watercourses developed to provide for 
LWD delivery for increased stream complexity and a comprehensive road management plan 
developed to reduce sediment delivery from roads.   
 
As describe in the DFMP, inner gorge areas have been designated as Special Concern Areas and 
will be evaluated by a CEG on a project basis to develop appropriate measures needed to avoid 
or minimize impacts.   
 
Response to Comment 250.17-250.20 
Please refer to General Response 9 for a discussion of cumulative impacts. 
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Response to Comment 250.21 
The DFMP does not present a specific and prioritized recovery strategy to restore fish and 
aquatic habitat.  Instead the DFMP relies on a series of mitigation plans, prescriptions, and 
mitigations to promote recovery.  The Road Management Plan will significantly reduce the 
amount of sediment reaching the watercourses and help continue the recovery of salmonid 
spawning and rearing habitat.  The Class I and II WLPZ riparian prescriptions that require high 
basal area, large tree and overstory canopy retention standards will improve LWD loading and 
fish habitat complexity.  The Class I LWD mitigation will allow only no-cut or thin-from-below 
silviculture to accelerate the delivery of large wood to the streams in those watercourses not 
meeting target levels. 
 
Response to Comment 250.22 
Please refer to the discussion on tailed frogs in the DEIR starting on page 232, and page 266 for 
a discussion on potential impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 250.23 
Many of the concepts presented in the comment as “restoration forestry” are requirements of 
the Forest Practice Rules (road width and slash treatment for hazard reduction), relatively 
common forest practices (thinning or selection with 15 to 20 year reentry and radio controlled 
truck traffic), or are incorporated into the DFMP (CEG of potential unstable areas and 
integration of timber management and recreation). Approximately 2/3 of JDSF will be managed 
using uneven-aged silvicultural methods or to develop high density, large tree, late seral 
characteristics, and as indicated in the short term harvest schedule, much of the harvesting in 
the even-aged areas will be commercial thinning.  JDSF has been demonstrating “restoration 
forestry” for over 50 years.  The Forest has an increasing timber inventory, an active recreation 
component, recovering watercourses, sensitive plant and animal populations, active long-term 
research areas and has produced a steady flow of high quality forest products.    
 
Response to Comment 250.24 
Monitoring and adaptive management by its nature needs to be flexible, and the DFMP and the 
DEIR recognize this.  It is likely that there will be a period of several years before JDSF 
managers develop a working adaptive management program.  For example, in Humboldt 
County, Pacific Lumber Company’s (PALCO) HCP incorporated an adaptive management 
element, and it was only after several years of HCP implementation that PALCO began to 
understand how adaptive management could be effectively used.  Likewise, it will take JDSF 
managers several years to develop a functioning and effective adaptive management program.  
Part of this program will likely include various monitoring and surveying efforts.  It would not 
be prudent at this time to develop a large expensive monitoring or surveying program that 
would produce large amounts of data that are expensive to collect and analyze, and difficult to 
interpret.  
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Letter LH-251 
 

Response to Comment 251.1  
See the preceding three pages.  Your letter was sent to the Board of Forestry.  The issues in your 
letter were considered in the drafting of the DFMP and the DEIR.    
 
Response to Comment 251.2 
Please refer to general response 1.  Biodiversity is an important component of ecosystem health.  
Biodiversity will be provided for by the variety of management practices (from no harvest in 
old-growth stands and pygmy forest to a variety of harvesting regimes) that are proposed 
under the DFMP.  The varied management practices will provide a variety of habitats, seral 
stages, and biotic and abiotic features that will allow for a diverse composition of taxa and 
genotypes across the JDSF.   
 
Response to Comment 251.3, 4 and 5 
Please refer to general response 1.  Research projects have been conducted on a wide range of 
topics as discussed in the DFMP including mushroom productivity, baseline inventory data on 
wildlife species, and effects of thinning on tree growth.   Many of the studies are peer reviewed 
and published, as is the case with the work completed by Redwood Sciences Lab in Caspar 
Creek.  
 
Response to Comment 251.6 
Please refer to Response to Comments GJ-236.10E. 
 
Response to Comment 251.7 
The DEIR contains a definition of "old-growth aggregation" on page 172.  The DEIR also 
contains discussion on the retention of individual old-growth trees and identified groves of old-
growth in addition to retention of old-growth aggregations.  In addition to preserving old-
growth groves, aggregations, and individual trees, "the DFMP will retain and develop late 
seral/successional forest characteristics" which will occupy about 20 percent of the State Forest 
and expected to total approximately 9,680 acres."  This is expected to comply with Goal #3 of 
the DEIR.  Refer to response to comment 255.25 for more information. 
 
Response to Comment 251.8 
Late seral characteristics will be managed for as identified in DEIR pages 171.-173. 
 
Response to Comment 251.9 
Conifer species diversity will be managed, not restricted, as described on page 176 of the DEIR 
where hemlock and grand fir are to be managed to not increase over current levels.  This 
provides for a continued species mix to remain at or close to present levels and is compatible 
with preservation of biological diversity. 
 
Response to Comment 251.10 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
Response to Comment 251.11 
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Please refer to General Response 1, and response to comment RL-238.19 and 20. 
 
Response to Comment 251.12 and 13 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 251.14, 15, 16, and 17 
The DFMP commits to protecting the pygmy forest.  The EIR concludes that, with mitigation 
developed for the Final EIR, no significant impacts to the pygmy forest will occur.  Also refer to 
general response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 251.18 
Some ORV users from out of the area may use guidebooks that describe access and use of the 
Pygmy Forest.  This fact however does not refute the DEIR assertion that recreational use is 
mainly by local residents.   
 
Response to Comment 251.19 
Please refer to Response to Comment GJ-236.10B for changes to text that clarify aspects of the 
pygmy forest.   
 
Additionally, the following will replace the last paragraph in the Pygmy Cypress Series section 
(p. 132 of the DEIR; not to replace the “JDSF Distribution” sentence): “The fact that Bolander 
pine and pygmy cypress are surrounded by swaths of nondwarfed Bishop pine offers anecdotal 
evidence of fire ecology in the pygmy forest.  The Bishop pine is a fire dependent species.  Since 
the stands of Bishop pine are replaced after large fires, and since the pygmy forest species are 
surrounded by these stands, it is likely that the pygmy species can cope with some level of fire 
stress.  It is unknown under which frequency, intensity, and scope of fire events the pygmy 
forest species could thrive.  Further work on the life history of the pygmy forest species is also 
needed to understand the role of fire. 
 
Response to Comment 251.20 
Please refer to Responses to Comments GJ-236.10H and 236.10L, Mitigation 4. 
 
Response to Comment 251.21 and 22 
Please refer to Responses to Comments GJ-236.6, 236.7, and 236.10 for changes to the DEIR and 
DFMP that increase consistency in species information between the two documents.   
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments GJ-236.10G and 236.10L, Mitigation 2 for changes to the 
DEIR and DFMP that will implement botanical surveys. 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments GJ-236.8, 236.9, 236.10K, 236.25b, and 236.46 regarding 
the comment that floristic surveys should be required across JDSF. 
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Response to Comment 251.23 
The proposed project-by-project scoping, surveys and development of project measures to 
avoid or minimize significant impacts to sensitive plant resources are adequate conservation 
management strategies.  Furthermore, knowledge of sensitive plant species and the flora of 
JDSF will increase as a result of project-by-project scoping and surveys. 
 
Response to Comment 251.24 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 251.25 
CDF does not believe that any substantial new information regarding new impacts related 
DFMP that would change the analysis of impacts have been presented.  Revision of the 
DEIR/DFMP and resubmission is not necessary.  
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Letter JK-252 (California Indian Basketweavers Association, 
CIBA) 
 
Response to Comment 252.1  
The DEIR states that the potential impact that herbicide use could have on Native American 
plant collecting areas is less than significant with incorporation of mitigation (p. 361).  
Compliance with the mitigation and monitoring measures that are included in the DIER 
(Section 9.9.5, Mitigation Measure 15, Monitoring Measure 15, p. 361) and compliance with the 
DFMP and existing regulations ensures avoidance of significant potential impacts caused by the 
application of herbicides on Native American collecting areas. 
 
Response to Comment 252.2 
The potential impacts of herbicide use on human health were addressed in the DEIR (Section 8.4 
Impacts).  The results of the analysis are stated in the second paragraph on page 325.  
 
Response to Comment 252.3 
Please refer to Response GJ-236.37 and 237.68. 
 
Response to Comment 252.4 
Please refer to General Response 6. 
 
Response to Comment 252.5 
Mitigation Measures 11, 12, and 15 (Section 9.9 of the DEIR, p.359 and 361) state that CDF will 
coordinate with interested Tribes,  
 

…to determine if significant traditional cultural properties or 
other heritage resources such as plant collecting areas are present 
and may be affected.  Where known site boundaries are not 
systematically defined or in question, establish reasonable buffer 
zones for heritage resources where ground disturbing 
maintenance activities will be avoided, and monitor for 
compliance. 

 
Response to Comment 252.6 
Please note that DEIR states that coordination with Tribes to identify plant populations will be 
done “to the extent practical” (p. 361).   
 
Response to Comments 252.7 and 252.8 
Please refer to General Response 2 and Response 252.1. 
 
Response to Comment 252.9 
Please refer to Section 9.9, Impacts Analysis and Proposed Mitigation and Monitoring 
Measures, of the DEIR (p.355-361). This section discusses 15 different mitigation and monitoring 
measures. 
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Response to Comments 252.10 and 252.11 
Please refer to Response to Comment 252.5. 
 
Response to Comment 252.12 
Reentry periods following the use of chemicals are addressed in Section 8.2.3 of the DEIR, 
Regulation of Pesticides and other Hazardous Materials (p.320).   Federal and State law require 
compliance with a pesticide’s label requirements.  CCR Code Section 6776 specifically states 
what information must be included on the posted sign.  The length of time that a sign must be 
posted is also dictated by the chemical’s label instructions. 
 
Response to Comment 252.13 
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 252.14 
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 252.15 
Please refer to responses 252.1-252.14. 
 
Response to Comment 252.16 
Your comments have been noted and have been entered into the public record. 
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Letter SSRC-254 (Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Coalition) 
 
Response to Comment 254.1 
Thank you for pointing out the oversight.  The paragraph 2 on page 107 of the EIR should be 
revised to include the following:  “The California Department of Fish and Game has conducted 
a status review of coho salmon in the California Central Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit 
and has recommended the species be listed as endangered under CESA.” 
 
Response to Comment 254.2 
The DFMP will not jeopardize the continued existence of coho salmon in the Central California 
Coast ESU.  The coho habitat on JDSF has been on a recovery trend under standard FPR and 
1983 FMP.  That should continue under the DFMP.  
 
Coho habitat on JDSF is already on a recovery trend (see response to comment 13).  CESA 
doesn’t mandate how fast recovery has to occur.  However, since recovery has been occurring 
under the 1983 FMP and standard FPR, the implementation of the DFMP goals and mitigations 
should maintain or accelerate the trend.  
 
Section 2052.1 says, “…measures or alternatives required shall be roughly proportional in extent to any 
impact on those species that is caused by that person.” JDSF is not responsible under CESA to 
contribute to recovery of coho beyond the forest boundaries or to act as a mitigation bank for 
private landowners. 
 
Response to Comment 254.3 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 254.4 
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 254.5 
Please refer to General Response 9. 
 
Response to Comment 254.6 
The 240 sq. ft. per acre of conifer basal area is the minimum basal area requirement for all Class 
I and II WLPZs, and is one component of riparian management zones.  It is also likely that more 
conifer basal area will be retained within the Class I and II WLPZs due to the minimum 85% 
and 70% overstory canopy retention standards.  In addition, in Class I WLPZs adjacent to 
watercourses that do not meet LWD target levels, silviculture will be limited to “thin from 
below” or no-cut.   When stands are thinned from below, most of the codominant, dominant, 
and predominant trees are retained.  Under a no-cut alternative, no trees will be taken. The 
retention of hardwood species as per FPR 916.5 that states the stand configuration will contain 
the diversity of species similar to that found prior to operations, and the requirement of the 
DFMP to retain native hardwoods in the WLPZ will add non-conifer basal area.  
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A late seral condition can be characterized by a multi-layered, multi-aged stand structure 
containing a wide diversity of age classes and diameters.  Achievement of late seral conditions 
in WLPZs is a stated goal of the DFMP.  This will be achieved by implementation of the 
operational prescriptions found in the DFMP.  Uneven-aged or no-cut management combined 
with the 240 sq. ft. and retention of at least 85% and 70% (inner and outer band respectively) of 
the overstory canopy will result in most if not all of the dominant, codominant, and 
predominant trees remaining on site and insure a multi-layered stand of varying ages and 
diameters.  The basal area standard stated in the DFMP is a minimum only.  It can be expected 
that this standard will be exceeded in many instances, just as it was before the DFMP was 
implemented.  
 
Response to Comment 254.7 
The described management method is not allowed under the proposed standards.  The outer 
part of the WLPZ is also covered under the high basal area retention requirement.  The standard 
is read as a minimum of 240 sq. ft. per acre of conifer basal area and either 85% or 70% overstory 
canopy retention depending on location within the WLPZ.  These two standards in combination 
will provide for high canopy closure and high conifer basal area retention. 
  
Response to Comment 254.8 
It is true that the overstory canopy requirement did not specifically require conifers.  However 
the 240 sq. ft per acre of conifer basal area retention requirement and 10 largest conifers 
retention standard insures that conifers make up a large portion of the retained canopy.  In 
addition, conifers are by far the dominant overstory species (84% of the vegetation types) on the 
JDSF with only 12% of the forest, mostly in the eastern portion, having a significant mixed 
conifer/hardwood or hardwood overstory component. 
 
Response to Comment 254.9 
The 50- to 100-foot Class II WLPZ widths are minimum standards that can be expanded 
depending on site conditions.  The WLPZ width designation is based on the sideslope as 
defined in Section 916.5 of the FPRs.   
 
Response to Comment 254.10 
No standard was developed to mandate when the 100- or 150-foot width was implemented to 
allow for flexibility when testing of different WLPZ width and silviculture prescriptions that 
conform to the LWD mitigation.  This flexibility will allow the JDSF to develop riparian 
retention experiments as per the demonstration mission of the forest. The mitigation was 
designed to recognize that many streams (some 1st order Class I and Class II watercourses) on 
JDSF already contain properly functioning amounts of LWD. 
 
Response to Comment 254.11 
Class III watercourse-specific concerns will be addressed at the project level during THP 
preparation.  The DFMP on page 70 describes that "Bank stability will be promoted by retaining 
vegetation, establishing equipment exclusion zones (EEZs) or equipment limitation zones 
(ELZs) along watercourses, and prohibiting ignition of prescribed fire near watercourses.   
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Response to Comment 254.12 
The NMFS Short-term HCP Guidelines were developed specifically for the Fruitgrowers Supply 
property in northeastern California with the idea that each THP on that private property would 
utilize clear-cut silviculture.  The JDSF will be using uneven-aged or late seral development 
management on approximately two-thirds of the forest with the goal to develop multi-layered 
and multi-aged stands.  Even-aged silviculture methods will be used on less than one-third of 
the property. JDSF will implement standards that are developed on a site-specific basis 
depending upon the local conditions.  As stated in the DFMP, the intent of protection measures 
will be to allow the aquatic system to continue to recover and to maintain or develop properly 
functioning ecosystem processes.  In no case will the standards applied be lower than those 
minimums stated in the DFMP.   
 
Response to Comment 254.13 
Instream habitat for salmonids has been on a recovery trend as seen in improvements in 
overstream canopy closure, V* measurements, reductions in the percentages of fine sediment in 
spawning gravel, and increases in pool depths.  These improvements have occurred while the 
JDSF was operating under the 1983 management plan and standard FPR.  The current DFMP, 
which contains many protection measures that exceed the FPR, will not retard this recovery 
trend and will likely enhance it.  Measures that contribute to the recovery trend include, but are 
not limited to: 1) the Road Management Plan that will significantly decrease sediment delivery 
from roads and eliminate salmonid migration barriers; 2) no-cut zones on all Class I and II 
watercourses; 3) basal area and canopy retention standards that exceed FPR; 4) no-cut or “thin 
from below” silviculture to enhance the development of large trees along fishbearing 
watercourses where LWD loads do not meet target levels; 5) development of late seral forest 
conditions within the WLPZs and other special concern areas; 6) use of uneven-aged or late 
seral development management on about two-thirds of the forest to develop a multi-layered 
stand; and 7) use of a Certified Engineering Geologist during THP design as per the guidelines 
stated in the DEIR. See the DFMP and DEIR for other protection and mitigation measures.  It is 
reasonable and logical to conclude that improving habitat conditions and implementation of 
measures that could accelerate recovery trends would not result in significant impacts or 
decrease the range of a species. 
 
Response to Comment 254.14 
Late seral forest habitat is discussed extensively in the wildlife section of the DEIR.  Late seral 
forest development is also discussed in the Timber section of the DEIR.  A detailed discussion of 
the vegetation classification systems used on JDSF is included in Appendix 8, including the 
methods used to interpret from the JDSF vegetation typing system to the CWHR system.  
During the DEIR analysis, a determination was made that the available data and methods used 
could accurately estimate the amount of various CWHR types present within JDSF, but not in a 
spatially explicit manner.  In other words, the acres of a given CWHR type can be accurately 
estimated, but the location of the types cannot be accurately delineated.  This level of accuracy 
is appropriate for the level of analysis conducted for a landscape level program DEIR. 
 
More detailed site-specific analysis is completed on a THP level for individual timber harvest 
projects.  The FPRs differentiate between late seral and late succession forest. The definitions 
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used for late seral and late successional are different, but may overlap.  The Rules require RPFs 
to provide detailed habitat structure information when late succession forests are proposed for 
harvest.  Feasible mitigation measures to mitigate or avoid long term significant adverse effects 
to fish, wildlife and listed species that are primarily associated with late successional habitat 
need to be incorporated into such THPs.   If   these effects cannot be avoided or mitigated, a 
statement of overriding concerns needs to be included for consideration.  A waiver of these 
requirements may be requested in a THP where substantial evidence is presented that would 
support a determination that post-harvest late successional forest stands or functional forest 
habitat will avoid or mitigate long term adverse effects within the planning watersheds.  
Impacts to late seral forest are assessed separately as part of the THP required Cumulative 
Impacts Analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 254.15 
The location of known old growth forest is depicted on figures within the DFMP.  This forest 
will not be harvested.  Selected groves will be augmented with second-growth forest designated 
for recruitment of late seral conditions.  Any proposal to harvest within stands that meet the 
definition of late successional forest, as defined by the Board of Forestry, must include a 
detailed analysis of potential impacts.  “Mature forest” is not defined.  Any proposal to 
commercially harvest timber stands of any age is accompanied by an assessment of individual 
and cumulative impacts (see FPR).  Anticipated harvests within the next five years will include 
second-growth forest with trees of similar or differing ages. Please refer to response WW-237.1 
 
Response to Comment 254.16 
Many variations of the maps and the map configurations and layouts were developed and 
evaluated prior to creation of the DEIR Figures.  Roads and streams were initially included on 
maps such as Figure F, but the additional detail tended to detract from, or obscure the 
information presented.  After viewing several versions, it was determined that the Forest 
boundaries and interior WWAA boundaries provided sufficient orientation and did not obscure 
the information presented in the Figure.   
 
Response to Comment 254.17 
All commercial timber harvest plans will include an assessment of potential environmental 
effects.  As described in the DFMP and assessed in the DEIR, all old growth groves and old 
growth aggregations will be retained, and individual old-growth trees will be retained.  Certain 
old-growth groves will be augmented to enhance size and function as specified in the DFMP.  
The DEIR found that the potential for removing a limited number of individual old growth 
trees did not represent a significant environmental impact.  Allowing the Forest the flexibility to 
remove old growth trees in limited cases as presented in the DFMP will allow for the protection 
of other resources such as water quality.  As discussed in the DEIR, the proper design and 
location of roads and landings is critical to minimize sediment delivery to watercourses.  Road 
and landing location is also critical for cable yarding systems to function with a minimum of 
impact.  Minor changes in road or landing location to avoid a particular tree has the potential to 
result in long-term sediment production.  In addition, please refer to General Response 1 and 2.  
The old growth trees within JDSF are surrounded by forest in various stages of development 
and management.  Specific buffers for individual trees are not warranted. 
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Response to Comment 254.18 
A discussion on Current JDSF staffing and budget in included on page 39 and 40 of the DFMP.   
JDSF will be responsible for managing the Forest as per the approved management plan and 
Final EIR, as well as compliance with all other applicable laws and regulations, regardless of the 
available staff or budget.  Based on the current condition of the Forest and the staff and budget 
outlined, the management practices and mitigation measures included in the DFMP and DEIR 
appear to be feasible as required by CEQA. 
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Letter KB-255 
 
Response to Comment 255.1 
This comment is regarding land ownership distribution in the redwood region expresses a 
personal opinion.  It is beyond the scope of the DEIR to analyze implications of a potential 
“regional imbalance of private and public lands.”  Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 255.2 
Page 216 of the DEIR states that the availability of late seral/old growth forest habitat is of 
concern due to the substantial reduction of this habitat type in the Pacific Northwest.  
Specifically for Mendocino County, the DEIR recognizes that JDSF has the most abundant well-
stocked young growth stands. 
 
Response to Comment 255.3 
Please refer to General Response 9 for a discussion of the cumulative impact analysis included 
in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 255.4A 
The DEIR does contain a section which discusses water quality concerns and effects from past 
projects in the Hydrology and Water Quality portion of Section VII, including 303d status 
waters beginning on page 365. 
 
Response to Comment 255.5 
Please refer to Response KB-255.1. 
 
In regards to the use and interpretation of Landsat images as mentioned in the comments, some 
of the harvest units in the area cited are neither clearcuts nor heavy canopy removals.  While the 
Landsat images are useful for generally identifying areas of harvest activity, it is not possible to 
visually interpret the colors of a Landsat image to distinguish degrees of canopy removal. 
Distinguishing different types of harvest activity requires going well beyond the level of image 
classification that has been done by the commenter. 
 
The state forest is managed to demonstrate a wide variety of stand management and timber 
harvesting techniques.  It is expected that private landowners throughout the region also utilize 
some methods of harvest.  While some people find even-aged management to be objectionable, 
this does not alter the fact that it will continue to be used by forest landowners throughout the 
State, and one that the state forest system is mandated to continue to demonstrate and research. 
 
Response to Comment 255.6 
The DFMP has provisions for protection and enhancement of late successional forest types. The 
DEIR analyzed these provisions and found the DFMP, as proposed, would not result in a 
significant adverse effect related to late successional forest values.  Please refer to General 
Response 7 for further detail. 
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Response to Comment 255.7 
The DFMP has provisions for protection of aesthetic and recreational values. The DEIR 
analyzed these provisions and found the DFMP, with the incorporation of the proposed 
mitigation measures, would not result in a significant adverse effect related to aesthetic or 
recreational values. See the Aesthetic Resource section beginning on page 82 and the Recreation 
Section beginning on page 399. 
 
Response to Comment 255.8 
Please refer to the DEIR (page 216) for a discussion that adequately explains the importance of 
late successional habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 255.9 
Beginning on page 216 of the DEIR is a discussion on acreages of CWHR habitat types on JDSF 
with those acres categorized as potential late successional habitat, including old-growth stands. 
CWHR types 5M, 5D, and 6 represent the maximum availability of late successional habitat on 
JDSF totaling 16,060 acres which include the old-growth stands of 459 acres. As stated, these 
acres represent the maximum availability of late successional habitat, but require detailed 
analysis of individual stands to determine if the characteristics necessary to function as late 
successional forest are present.  Also refer to General Response 7 for more information. 
 
Response to Comment 255.10 
Please refer to General Response 7. 
 
Response to Comment 255.11 
The concern about whether mature second growth stands on JDSF will be logged or protected is 
misplaced. CDF plans to both log and protect these stands, without detriment to the 
environment. Logging is not synonymous with stand removal. It is incorrect to assume that one 
has to choose between protecting and logging mature forest stands, and that logging in a 
mature forest stand will make it lose its value as mature forest. The majority of the harvest 
activities used on JDSF remove only a portion of the forest canopy. Some of these harvest 
methods increase the average size of the remaining trees by focusing on removal of the smaller 
trees, and promote multi-storied canopy, a characteristic of late-seral forests.  
 
Forests are living systems that perpetually change as they grow with time. As a research and 
demonstration forest JDSF endeavors to cultivate the widest possible range of seral stages to 
provide a perpetually relevant laboratory for forest research in the redwood region. Mature 
forest stands on JDSF will be harvested but will be replaced by other stands as younger forests 
grow into the mature forest condition.  
 
There has been no attempt to conceal the location of mature second growth on JDSF from the 
public. The plus/minus 18” dbh break in Figure 8 in the management plan and Figure F of the 
DEIR is the most statistically defensible presentation of this information. The actual spatial 
location of individual type polygons was aggregated to the level shown in Figures 8 and F to 
achieve satisfactory accuracy. The relative (non-spatial) distribution of more detailed forest 
types are believed to be sufficiently accurate to support WHR wildlife analyses. The rapid 
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development of GIS and satellite technology has enabled quick and easy display of spatial 
information. However, display of the resulting information often assumes a level of accuracy 
that is not warranted, as the results are presented with little thought to the statistical reliability 
of the data and is only rarely backed up with detailed ground based data. Although less 
detailed than many vegetation maps presented in other forest plans, CDF believes the Figure 8 
and Figure F maps are the most scientifically credible presentation of the data. JDSF’s 
vegetation coverage represents the standard of practice in the industry, and is based on a high 
quality data set.  
 
Response to Comment 255.12 
The conclusion that stands not included in late seral development areas will be logged to such a 
degree or in such a manner that a significant impact will occur is not correct.  This conclusion is 
based on a faulty analysis and misunderstanding of the DFMP.  The analysis completed did not 
consider the short-term harvest schedule or the silvicultural allocation plan.  Including this 
information in the analysis would have indicated that the majority of the mature stands are not 
proposed for harvest in the short term, and the silvicultural allocation plan (SAP) has not 
“targeted” these types of stands for even-age management.  The SAP provides a balanced 
approach that includes a mix of vegetation classes in the even-age and uneven-aged 
management areas. Refer to response WW-237.1 for more information.     
 
Furthermore, the age of the young-growth stands may or may not have as much relevance to 
late successional development and its functionality as does presence, absence, or recruitability 
of required habitat components (snags, down logs, stand decadence, etc.).  Stands to be 
considered for late successional development will require detailed analysis to determine if the 
characteristics necessary to function as late successional forest are present or available for 
recruitment.  
 
Response to Comment 255.13 
Dr. Thornburgh conceptualized late seral characteristics development in young-growth stands 
for qualitative analysis of JDSF.  This analysis was performed to describe stand changes 
expected over time within the young-growth present on JDSF and its progression toward a late 
seral condition.  Stands of 40-60 year old timber would represent the younger portion of the age 
spectrum in present stands, which would be managed to eventually achieve late seral 
characteristic development. Older stands to be managed for this purpose may achieve late seral 
characteristic development in a shorter time frame.  This provides for a conservative estimate of 
late seral characteristic development in young-growth stands to be managed for this purpose, 
and avoids overstating results. 
 
Response to Comment 255.14 
As contained on DEIR page 179, a qualitative analysis of late seral characteristic development 
was performed with a complete discussion in Appendix 8.  This was based on the conceptual 
changes that will occur following the selective harvest of an even-aged timber stand as found on 
JDSF.  Areas where late seral development will be managed for is described on DEIR pages 178-
179. 
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Response to Comment 255.15 
Current conditions, proposed management activities, and future outcomes are provided and 
well described in the DFMP.  The DEIR re-iterates this information with adequate analysis also 
provided to enable the public to adequately assess potential impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 255.16 
Areas where late seral development will be managed for is described on DEIR pages 178-179. 
 
Response to Comment 255.17 
Areas where late seral development will be managed for is described on DEIR pages 178-179. 
Fragmentation and connectivity issues are discussed in the section on Wildlife Habitat 
beginning on DEIR page 203. 
 
Response to Comment 255.18 
Areas where late seral development will be managed for is described on DEIR pages 178-179.  
The JDSF DFMP provides for monitoring and adaptive management to evaluate progress 
toward the stated goals beginning on page 99. 
 
Response to Comment 255.19-255.21 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 255.22 
Areas where late seral development will be managed for is described on DEIR pages 178-179. 
Fragmentation and connectivity issues are discussed in the section on Wildlife Habitat 
beginning on DEIR page 203. 
 
Response to Comment 255.23 
WLPZ buffers, late seral development areas and the Woodlands STA will be managed to 
develop high density, large tree, late seral characteristics that will contribute to the development 
of late successional forest. 
 
When considered at the Forest or landscape scale, the edge effects of even-aged management 
areas on the development of late seral development in WLPZ buffers will not be significant.  
Recent even-aged harvest areas will not often be adjacent to other recent even-aged harvest 
areas. Even-aged areas will not all be subject to a sudden massive harvest at one point in time. 
Rather, stands will be managed sustainably such that all age classes will be represented on the 
landscape. This means that as the oldest stands are harvested, the next oldest stand will grow 
into the oldest age class and be ready for harvest in subsequent years. In order to accomplish 
the long rotation ages committed to in the management plan, only a small fraction of the even-
aged area will be harvested each year. Consequently in any given year only a fraction of the 
even-aged area will be in the early seral condition in which edge effect on the adjoining WLPZ 
area is at a maximum.  Edge effects on interior forest condition are ameliorated to the extent 
that the adjacent stand resembles that protected.  
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The majority of acres on JDSF will be managed under uneven-aged management systems.  
Consequently, even-aged areas will sometimes be located adjacent to uneven-aged areas and 
benefit from the filtering effect of the adjoining uneven-aged stands.  
 
Most even-aged management will be some form of variable retention, leaving varying overstory 
tree cover on the site after harvest. This will tend to reduce edge effects as compared to 
clearcuts where all overstory vegetation is removed. 
 
The above facts in combination lead CDF to conclude that possible edge effects of even-aged 
stands next to WLPZ buffers will not be of sufficient impact to seriously impair the function of 
WLPZ buffers as areas that will develop late-seral characteristics. 
 
Response to Comment 255.24 
The DFMP refers to FPR 916.9 on page 70 regarding watercourse protection in watersheds with 
threatened or impaired values and is re-iterated in the DEIR on page 111. This includes the 
variable width Class II measures based on slope class.  The FPRs provide for 50' minimum 
width buffer on slopes <30%, 75' for slopes 30-50%, and 100' for slopes >50%.  The DFMP also 
provides for expanded zone widths where appropriate such as areas involving unstable soils, 
etc. 
 
The DEIR on page 107 provides an estimate of the mileage of Class II watercourses thought to 
exist on JDSF at 186 miles.  Site-specific information on lengths of Class II watercourses by slope 
class is unknown, and will be obtained at the project level. 
 
Response to Comment 255.25 
This comment is correct; there are discrepancies in the WLPZ acreage presented in the DEIR 
and the DFMP. The WLPZ and late seral acreage estimates presented in the DFMP are correct.  
The discrepancies resulted from the DEIR’s inadvertent use of acreage estimations developed to 
test the reliability of the DFMP estimations of WLPZ buffer area.  As part of the DEIR analysis, 
an independent GIS acreage estimate of the area depicted in Figure H as Riparian Zone was 
developed.   Based on this estimate, approximately 7,753 acres are within the mapped Riparian 
Zone and would be classified as WLPZ buffers.  The 7,753-acreage figure was inadvertently 
used in the DEIR rather than the 7,440 figure.  Although these estimates are not exactly the 
same, the two are in relatively close agreement.  
 
The next to last paragraph on DEIR page 109 should have read as follows to maintain 
consistency between the documents: 
 
JDSF contains approximately 7,440 acres of riparian zone within 150 feet and 100 feet of Class I 
and Class II watercourses respectively.  of these approximately:  

• 22% are in CWHR size class 6 [multi-storied with a Quadratic Mean Diameter (QMD) >24 
inches DBH]; 

• 41% are in CWHR size class 5 (QMD >24 inches DBH); 

• 22% are in CWHR 4 (QMD 11-24 inches DBH); 
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• 11% are in CWHR 3 (QMD 6-11 inches DBH); 

• 3% are in CWHR size classes 2 (QMD 1-6 inches DBH); 

• <1% is in CWHR size classes 1 (QMD <1 inch DBH) and 

• 1% is in pygmy forest, grass, and brush.  
 
 CWHR 5 and 6 stands, which compose 71% of Class I and 57% of Class II watercourse WLPZ 
vegetation types, are many times considered representative of late successional habitat (see 
Section VII-6.6: Wildlife).      
 
There are 9,680 acres of special concern areas that will be managed to develop late seral 
characteristics.  This acreage represents the area within the following special concern areas:  

• old growth groves (459 acres),  

• late seral development areas (780 acres) 

• Woodlands Special Treatment Area (2,241 acres (2,511 acres minus the 270 acres of the 
Railroad Gulch study)), and  

• Class I and II WLPZ (6,200 of the total 7,440 WLPZ acres that do not overlap other late seral 
development areas). 

 
The 11,190-acre figure from the DEIR is incorrect.  It was arrived at by adding the acres in the 
above special concern areas, without subtracting the 270 acres of the Railroad Gulch study areas 
and recognizing that some of the areas overlap.  The following pages of the DEIR should have 
indicated that there will be 9,680 acres of late seral development, or approximately 20% of the 
Forest, as indicated in the DFMP:  pages 4, 89, 171, 178, 188, 260, 262, 263 and 271.  
 
CDF disagrees with the commenter’s assessment that these two discrepancies are substantial. 
The different acreage estimations are relatively minor, and do not change any of the results or 
conclusions of the DEIR.  Also, these acreage estimates are approximate.  
 
For example, it is an oversimplification to assume that only the above-mentioned areas will 
contain stands that exhibit late successional characteristics.  Although not explicitly mapped, 
JDSF contains and will continue to cultivate, a healthy contingent of mature second growth 
stands throughout the forest that exhibit late successional characteristics.  These stands will 
rotate across the landscape over time as mature stands are harvested, and younger stands grow 
into mature stands.  JDSF does not attempt to cultivate all its mature forest in the above 
mentioned dedicated late seral management areas. In addition to the late seral management 
areas, JDSF also works to maintain a wide range of seral stages, including mature forest with 
late successional characteristics, throughout the Forest. This is evidence by the high levels of 
basal area retention within uneven-aged management regimes and the long rotation even-aged 
management committed to in the management plan. 
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Response to Comment 255.26 
The DFMP and DEIR both contain language describing that the WLPZs on JDSF are to be 
managed for late seral habitat development. Page 109 of the DEIR describes that of the areas 
within the WLPZs on JDSF, approximately 71% of Class I and 57% of Class II watercourse 
vegetation types are CWHR 5 and 6 stands and that CWHR 5 and 6 stands are many times 
considered representative of late seral habitat. Individual areas would require site-specific 
verification to determine if late seral habitat is present within those CWHR 5 and 6 stands.  
 
Response to Comment 255.27-255.34 
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 255.35 
Discussion of marbled murrelets in the DEIR on page 248 identifies that murrelets are known to 
occur in Russian Gulch State Park. Murrelet presence in other areas of Mendocino County is 
also disclosed. 
 
Response to Comment 255.36 
Pt. Arena is approximately 30 miles south of JDSF and murrelet presence in this location is 
outside the area of consideration for impacts from proposed JDSF activities. 
 
Response to Comment 255.37 
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 255.38-255.40 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 255.41-255.43 
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 255.44 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 255.45 
It is currently unknown how many species of neotropical birds use JDSF, but the DEIR 
evaluates that approximately 133 species could occur on JDSF. Current information on total 
known species numbers on JDSF is not readily available. The species list provided on pages 223 
and 224 includes those species that meet the definition of neotropical and whose range of 
migration includes JDSF.  
 
Response to Comment 255.46 
This comment expresses a viewpoint and is speculative. Protected riparian habitat will be 
interspersed through areas identified for retention, late seral development, uneven-aged 
management, and areas which are outside the harvest areas creating adequate habitat adjacent 
to and including the riparian areas for riparian dependent species. 
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Response to Comment 255.47 
This provision of retaining the ten largest conifers within 50 feet of Class I watercourses per 330 
lineal feet of watercourse, is FPR 916.9(i) requirement in watersheds with threatened or 
impaired values, and refers to both sides of the stream. It is required to retain the five largest 
conifers on each side of the stream within this zone. 
 
Response to Comment 255.48 
The 240 square foot conifer basal area retention is required within the WLPZ as contained on 
DEIR page 111, which is the entire WLPZ. 
 
Response to Comment 255.49-255.51 
Please refer to Response KB-255.46. 
 
Response to Comment 255.52-255.54 
Please refer to General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 255.55 and 255.56 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 255.57 and 255.58 
See General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 255.59 
See General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 255.60 
A discussion on invasive exotic plant species is provided on DEIR page 134, where it is stated 
“The various roads and skid trails, forest openings, and other disturbance related to timber 
harvesting activities provide habitat for further infestation by invasive species.” 
 
Response to Comment 255.61 
A discussion on invasive exotic plant species control is provided on DEIR pages 142 and 143 
with 8 planned actions as contained in the DFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 255.62 
Please refer to Responses KB-255.60 and KB-255.61. 
 
Response to Comment 255.63 
Please refer to Responses KB-255.60 and KB-255.61. Also, the DEIR contains discussion 
regarding integrated pest management as contained in the DFMP, herbicide use, and regulatory 
constraints beginning on page 317. 
 
Response to Comment 255.64 
Please refer to the DEIR for information regarding existing pesticide use and future uses on 
JDSF (pages 318-319). 
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Response to Comment 255.65 
Please refer to Response F8.8. 
 
Response to Comment 255.66 and 255.67 
Please refer to General Comment 1.  This comment expresses a viewpoint and is speculative. 
The DEIR contains discussion regarding prescribed burning and slash treatment on pages 162 
and 163. 
 
Response to Comment 255.68 
The DEIR contains language on page 180 indicating that large woody debris is an important 
attribute of late seral forest conditions. The DEIR also identifies on pages 163 and 164 that 
certain salvage sawlogs may be purchased from JDSF subject to permit constraints established 
by the Forest Manager and that all log locations are pre specified. The DEIR also provides 
discussion regarding the locations of designated late seral development areas. This provides 
control for where salvage operations may occur subject to constraints, while allowing for large 
woody debris to contribute to late seral development where specified. The discussion of 
potential down wood removal in the DEIR on pages 203 and 204 is in regards to unhealthy 
levels of down wood and potential effects on forest health and public safety. This consideration 
is subject to evaluation before management activities proceed. 
 
Response to Comment 255.69 
Please refer to Response KB-255.68. 
 
Response to Comment 255.70 and 255.71 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 255.72 
As stated on page 18 of the DEIR, “When complete, the Final EIR will be reviewed and considered by 
the Director of CDF, and if found to be in compliance with CEQA, the Director of CDF may certify the 
Final EIR. Following certification of the Final EIR, the Board of Forestry will review and approve a JDSF 
Management Plan. The Management Plan approved by the Board will be consistent with the Final EIR. 
All mitigation measures developed in the Final EIR will be incorporated into the approved JDSF 
Management Plan.” Again, the Director certifies the EIR and the Board is responsible for approving the 
JDSF Management Plan.  Also, please refer to Response GJ-236.53. 
 
Response to Comment 255.73 
Please refer to Response KB-255.72. 
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Letter PC-258 
 
For all comments please refer to General Response 9. 
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Letter JL-262 
 
Response to Comment 262.1 
Please refer to General Responses 1, 2, 8 and 9.  Biodiversity will be maintained in JDSF through 
development of diverse habitat types across the Forest.  The range of silviculture prescriptions 
proposed will provide for a diverse landscape. 
 
Response to Comment 262.2 
Please refer to General Response 7.   
 
Response to Comment 262.3 
The class I and II riparian protection measures were extensively discussed in the DEIR.  One 
mitigation measure to address LWD issues was developed.  The DEIR found that the DFMP as 
mitigated would not result is significant environmental impact to riparian habitats.     
 
Response to Comment 262.4 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The DFMP presents a balanced approach to the application 
of silvicultural treatments.   
 
Response to Comment 262.5 
Please refer to General Response 1.   
 
Response to Comment 262.6 
Projected pesticide use is discussed on page 319 of the DEIR, and includes the potential 
application of pesticides following timber harvest. Compliance with CEQA is analyzed on 
pages 323-325.  Please refer to page 324, Impact 3, for a discussion regarding cumulative 
impacts of herbicide use on THPs.   Also, please refer to General Response 6.  
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Letter RG-263 
 
Response to Comment 263.1 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The DEIR completed an analysis of the practices proposed 
in the DFMP to assess the potential impacts on anadromous fisheries.   Mitigations were 
developed to ensure LWD levels would not be significantly affected.  The DEIR found that the 
DFMP as mitigated would provide protection to anadromous fish and their habitat and 
contribute to trend of improving conditions.  Although not specifically a recovery plan for 
anadromous fish, the DFMP will contribute to their recovery. 
 
Response to Comment 263.2 
Class III watercourse-specific concerns will be addressed at the project level during THP 
preparation.  The DFMP on page 70 describes that, 
 

Bank stability will be promoted by retaining vegetation, 
establishing equipment exclusion zones (EEZs) or equipment 
limitation zones (ELZs) along watercourses, and prohibiting 
ignition of prescribed fire near watercourses.  Since JDSF is a 
publicly owned property available for research purposes, 
protection measures assigned to riparian areas are to remain 
sufficiently flexible for conducting research on the adequacy of 
differing riparian protection measures. 

 
Also,  "Due to both the research and demonstration mandate for JDSF and the need for flexibility based 
on site-specific requirements, a range of possible riparian prescription measures will be possible."  
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Letter JM-296 
 
Response to Comment 296.1 
Please refer to General Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 296.2 
Please refer to Response 215.2. 
 
Response to Comment 296.3 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 296.4 
Please refer to General Response 3. 
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Letter EM-298 
 
Response to Comment 298.1 
Please refer to General Response 1.  Forest health issues are addressed in the DFMP.   
 
Response to Comment 298.2 
The DFMP includes fire protection measures that were analyzed in the DEIR.  The fire 
protection measures will not encourage logging companies to cut down large trees.  Shaded fuel 
breaks may be developed where an open understory with well-spaced large trees would 
provide a defensible location to fight a wildfire.  
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Letter EG-328 
 
Response to Comments 328.1-328.6 
Please refer to responses F3.1-F3.6, respectively. 
 
Response to Comment 328.7 
Please refer to General Response 1.  The DEIR completed an analysis of the proposed DFMP to 
determine if the proposed project would result in significant environmental effects, including 
effects on endangered and threatened species.  The DEIR found that the DFMP with the 
mitigations developed in the DEIR will not result in a significant adverse environmental 
impact.  Part of the Forest Management Plan (FMP) approval process outlined in the DEIR is 
that the Final FMP will include any mitigation measures developed in the EIR. 
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Letter JS-331 (Willits Environmental Center)  
 
Response to Comment 331.1  
Alternative C was developed to comply with the intent of the Legislative mandate indicated on 
DEIR pages 9-11. This Alternative provides for an annual harvest level of 31-33 MMBF through 
the Plan period while the estimated total JDSF annual growth is estimated at 65 MMBF and the 
constrained LTSY annual growth estimated between 40 to 50 MMBF. This provides for timber 
growth exceeding harvest levels and complying with the Legislative intent. With the provisions 
contained in the DFMP regarding resource protection and providing for non-declining 
inventories, it is not misleading to describe this Alternative (C) as a “conservation oriented 
approach,” while attaining management goals and complying with the Legislative mandates. 
 
For herbicides please refer to Response BG-114.2. 
 
Response to Comment 331.2 
Please refer to Response 331.1. 
 
Response to Comment 331.3 
The range of alternatives considered in large part, were derived from comments received 
during public scoping meetings, letters from concerned citizens, and from a Citizen’s Advisory 
Committee appointed by the Director of CDF. Please refer to DEIR pages 6 and 7. 
 
Response to Comment 331.4 
This comment expresses an opinion. No response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 331.5 
Alternative C was developed based on the consideration of LTSY. Please refer to Response  JS-
331.1. 
 
Response to Comment 331.6 
This comment expresses an opinion. No response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 331.7 
Page 406 of the DEIR contains discussion that “JDSF could accommodate a 25% increase in 
campground and picnic capacity and a doubling of hiking trail capacity without severely 
impacting the Forest’s recreation program resources.” The current sustainable campground 
capacity is identified at 24,059 camper-days and a potential sustainable level of 30,074 camper 
days without exceeding the recreational carrying capacity of JDSF. Day use is identified at 
90,082 visitor-days currently sustainable and 173,375 potentially sustainable. Given these 
recreational capacities, pages 41-42 of the DEIR state the actual camper-days in 1999 was over 
12,000, while day use was estimated at four times camping usage (~60,000 total). The value of 
$20/day for forest recreation equates to an estimated $1.2 million. This analysis of economic 
benefits provided in the DEIR for recreation is described in terms of JDSF capacities and of  
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actual visitor use. Potential economic benefits from recreational use analyzed by Alternatives 
would be speculative. It would also be speculative to provide for an analysis of potential 
employment increases related to restoration in other Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 331.8 
This comment expresses an opinion. No response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 331.9 
This comment expresses an opinion. No response is required. 
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Letter RJ-333 
 
Response to Comment 333.1 
Page 352 of the DEIR discusses the National Historic Landmark (NHL) status of the Mendocino 
Woodlands.  CDF disagrees with the validity of the proposal to designate CDF lands as NHL 
Status.  The proposed expansion area and the additional 22 structures do not meet reasonable 
criteria for designation as a NHL.  Some of the structures do not exist and others are misdated 
or inaccurately described.  As addressed in the DEIR, any historic structures that are present 
within JDSF, including the MWSTA, will be protected as required by laws and regulations.   No 
further discussion is required in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 333.2 
The comment is not consistent with legal interpretations of the original deed.  Walter S. 
Rountree, Deputy Attorney General, in opinion 47-4 (March 31, 1947) provided an 
interpretation of the types of uses that would be allowed in the Mendocino Woodlands Area 
based on the language contained in the transfer deed.  In that opinion, a letter from the 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior dated October 31, 1946 is quoted as follows: 
 
I also believe that the harvesting of forest products in accordance with recognized conservation 
principles and practices, and the conducting of forest experiments and demonstrations would 
be compatible with the term “conservation purposes,” since it is generally acknowledged that 
such economic and scientific utilization of timberland areas ultimately results in the 
conservation of our forest resources. 
 
The Deputy Attorney General concurred with the Assistant Secretary of the Interior that the 
language of the deed does not preclude the logging proposed by the state. 
 
Response to Comment 333.3 
Please refer to Response 333.2, above.  Allowing the lands to “mature as landscaped to form a 
natural redwood forest” as stated in the comment is consistent with the late seral development 
designation for the MWSTA.  
 
Response to Comment 333.4  
Please refer to General Response 2 and Response 333.1. Regarding Thompson Gulch, please see 
response to comment VT-241.27.  This proposed harvest consists of a low thinning 
demonstration in the upper area of Thompson Gulch designed to eventually produce late-seral 
habitat with a large average tree size. 
 
Response to Comments 333.5   
Please refer to General Response 2 and Responses 333.1 and 333.2. 
 
Response to Comments 333.6   
The DEIR analyzed the potential impact of forest management on heritage resources that may 
be located within the MWSTA and found that silviculture activities have the potential for 
adverse impacts to the cultural landscape associated with this heritage resource.  However, 
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those potential risks are addressed and removed through careful development of THPs with 
full consideration of potential impacts to these special heritage resources.  No impacts were 
identified that would require the transfer of this parcel to the State Department of Parks and 
Recreation as mitigation.   
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Letter MEZ-335 
 
Response to Comment 335.1 
Please refer to Response 333.1. 
 
Response to Comment 335.2 
Please refer to Response 333.2. 
 
Response to Comment 335.3 
Please refer to Response 333.3 
 
Response to Comment 335.4 
Please refer to Response 333.4 
 
Response to Comment 335.5 
Please refer to Response 333.6. 
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Letter MM-338 
 
Response to Comment 338.1 
The DFMP proposes a broad range of land management practices that are tailored to suit site-
specific conditions that are representative of the conditions found in the region.  Implementing 
a range of practices should help local landowners determine an ideal method for their own 
land.  
 
The protection and development of streamside habitat, wildlife habitat, biodiversity and other 
ecosystem functions has been elevated to equal importance as timber production.   
 
Current logging practices are substantially more restrictive than past practices; this change is 
reflected in the DFMP.   
 
The timber sale program is outlined in the DFMP.  Control of the purchaser is beyond the 
control of JDSF staff.   
 
Response to Comment 338.2 
The DEIR includes Proposed Management Measures and Specific Management Actions in 
regards to increases in recreation activities and facilities at JDSF (pages 408-409) that are 
consistent with DFMP Goal #5, “low impact recreational opportunities that are compatible with 
forest management objectives.”  
 
Illegal dumping is subject to existing laws and ordinances and enforcement of those laws is 
beyond the scope of this EIR. 
 
The DEIR includes a discussion of the potential impacts that ORV use may have on soil erosion 
(page 295).  The analysis of Alternative "A" concluded unrestrained ORV use would result more 
noise pollution and soil erosion, than that proposed in Alternative C.  ORV use is subject to 
existing laws and regulations.   
 
Response to Comment 338.3 
As stated on page 164 of the DEIR “Mushroom collection permits may be purchased for both 
personal use and commercial collection.  Collection volume is limited, although areas of 
collection are not constrained.”  Additionally, JDSF represents the most significant public land 
available for mushroom collection in this area (DEIR, page 164).  Due to the fact that mushroom 
collection is prohibited in State Parks, which border JDSF to the west and southwest, it 
reasonable to assume that mushroom populations will remain intact while providing and an 
additional recreation opportunity for the public to enjoy on JDSF.  
 
As a component of the adaptive management element of the Plan, mushroom harvesting may 
be revised to incorporate changes in policies and priorities (DEIR, page 49). 
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Response to Comment 338.4 
CDF has not proposed operating a tree nursery in Mendocino County.  Such a proposal is 
beyond the scope of this EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 338.5 
Please refer to Response 201.7. 
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Letter JL-349 
 
Response to Comment 349.1 
Please refer to General Response 9 for cumulative impacts information.  Please Refer to General 
Response 8 for even-age management and clear cutting information. 
 
Response to Comment 349.2 
Recommendations made by the commenter are beyond the scope of this EIR.  Please refer to 
Response 201.7 for further details regarding demonstration projects. 
 
Response to Comment 349.3 
Please refer to General Response 9, Cumulative Impacts Summary, Cumulative Impacts of 
Pesticide Use. (p II-16). 
 
Response to Comment 349.4 
As stated on page 350 of the DEIR, CDF estimates the annual visitor day-use population of JDSF 
to be 50,000. 
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Letter HB-351 
 
Response to Comments 351.1 and 351.2 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 2.  The desired future condition of JDSF is well stated in 
the DFMP.  The DFMP also outlines the management practices that will be used to reach the 
desired future condition.  The comment presents a basic disagreement with both the desired 
future conditions and proposed management practices.  However, no information is presented 
that indicates the DFMP will result in a negative impact or the DEIR failed to disclose a 
potential impact. 
 
The comment indicates that a different alternative based on percent of inventory (POI) harvest 
control should have been analyzed.   The DEIR assessed the harvest level proposed in the 
DFMP and found that the proposed harvest level is in conformance with the FPRs MSP 
requirements.  The POI harvesting control method discussed in the comment is one of many 
methods that can be used to determine an allowable cut and control harvest levels to produce a 
“regulated” forest.  In forest management terms, a regulated forest has age and size classes 
distributed in such proportions and growing at such rates that an approximately equal annual 
or periodic yield of products of a desired size and quality may be obtained.  Forest regulation is 
at the heart of sustained yield management.  Forest management textbooks devote considerable 
coverage to methods of regulating a forest and methods of determining allowable harvest levels 
within sustained yield principles.   
 
There is no “best” allowable cut level or harvesting control method that can be applied to all 
ownership’s to create a regulated forest. Most methods fall into either area control or volume 
control, however methods that combine both area and volume control are possible.  The POI 
method appears to be a variation of a volume control method where inventory is used as a 
surrogate for growth.  Differences in desired future condition, fluctuation in markets, 
silviculture needs, and degree of harvest activity desired, will all affect the allowable cut and 
control of harvest levels.  The allowable cut estimate in the DFMP is based on the JDSF Option 
A document, which is based on achieving the desired future condition of JDSF and considers 
constraints that would limit harvest.  The Option “A” document is based on a volume control 
method, where the allowable cut is based on a percentage of periodic growth.    
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Letter RB-357 
 
Response to Comment 357.1 
There is information on legislation, policy, and regulations throughout the DEIR; your comment 
does not cite a particular reference we may correct or explain.  In general, some of the 
information pertains to JDSF alone and some to the entire State Forest system, JDSF included.  
The most recent information was used throughout the DEIR, but regulations do change.  It is, of 
course, the policy of CDF to remain in compliance with all applicable local, State, and federal 
regulations as they change.   
 
The DFMP additionally calls for adaptive management in order to remain current through 
changing economic conditions, regulatory environment, and forest health. 
 
Response to Comment 357.2 
Please refer to Responses HB-351.1 and 351.2. 
 
Response to Comment 357.3 
Please refer to DEIR appendix 8A for additional discussion on JDSF inventory and a discussion 
of the source of the information for Table A5-1 in the DEIR.  Also refer to response VT-241.1 and 
2 for additional information regarding the availability of the inventory information. 
 
Response to Comment 357.4 
Please refer to General Response 2 and Response VT-241.1.   
 
Response to Comment 357.5 
Please refer to General Response 2.  Also, please refer to Responses VT-241.6 and VT-241.15 for 
additional information. JDSF has used currently accepted inventory methodologies conducted 
under the supervision of an RPF.  
 
Response to Comment 357.6 
Please refer to General Response 2 and HB-351.1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comment 357.7  
A summary of the Caspar Thinning Trials is provided in Appendix 8 of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 357.8 
The DFMP proposes a allowable cut of 31 to 33 MMBF per year with a initial conifer inventory 
of approximately 2,000 MMBF.  This represents a 1.65 POI harvest level.  This is a more 
conservative approach than the 2 POI suggested in the comment.  
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Response to Comment 357.9 
The rotation ages presented in the DFMP range from 60 to 150 years depending on location and 
site quality.  The reasoning for the range of rotation ages is included in the DFMP.  
Environmental impacts of timber harvesting are thoroughly discussed in the DEIR.  Long term 
impacts relating to growth and yield are also addressed in the DEIR and the JDSF Option A 
document.  
 
Response to Comment 357.10 
Please refer to General Response 2 and Response VT-241.1.  The level of detail presented in the 
DEIR is appropriate for a Program EIR completed for a land management plan such as the 
DFMP.  The information requested would be more appropriate at the scale of a THP or other 
project specific environmental review document. 
 
Response to Comments 357.11  
Please see DFMP page 74 for wet weather restrictions.  Additional protection measures are 
listed on DFMP pages 75,76, and 77. Environmental impacts of the DFMP considered these 
protections. 
 
Response to Comments 357.12 
Helicopter logging is proposed in the DFMP and analyzed in the DEIR.  Please refer to 
documents for impacts of use. 
 
Response to Comment 357.13 
The comment is in error.  Table 5 of the DFMP indicates that approximately 677 acres are 
panned for even-aged regeneration management.  This is an average of about 135 acres per 
year.  Group openings in the uneven-aged management areas should not be included in this 
calculation.  This level of regeneration harvesting will move the Forest toward the stated 
desired future condition.   
 
Response to Comment 357.14 
Please refer to General Response 2.  The DFMP presents a balanced approach that will provide 
JDSF the opportunity to demonstrate a wide array of silviculture and harvesting methods to the 
public.   Many small to medium landowners effectively use cable and helicopter logging 
systems to harvest moderate timber volumes.  This is largely a decision to be made by a 
landowners in consideration of economics and the desired future condition of the ownership.  
The high cost of preparing THPs and NTMPs for small landowners is not directly linked to the 
land management philosophy underlying the documents, but the level of effort required to 
complete the field work and office work required by the FPRs and other reviewing agencies. 
 
Response to Comment 357.15 
Pages 161 to 163 of the DEIR provide a discussion of stand improvement practices that are used 
or have the potential for use on the Forest, including tree planting.  Cost estimates for tree 
planting are beyond the scope of this EIR.  The DEIR indicates the most common and effective 
tree planting strategy used in the redwood region.   
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Letter CS-360 
 
Response to Comment 360.1 
Please refer to Response 331.7 
 
Response to Comment 360.2 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter CD-361 
 
Response to Comment 361.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 361.2 
The DEIR does provide for consideration to potential recreational and wildlife benefits of 
undisturbed forest in the analysis of Alternative “A.”  Recreational use, as a primary 
management emphasis was an alternative considered but dismissed from further action as 
contained on page 59 of the DEIR. The JDSF DFMP provides special consideration given to the 
Woodlands Special Treatment Area, which is identified as a Special Concern Area. On page 149, 
it is provided that within the Woodlands Special Treatment Area “silvicultural activities are 
focused on promoting late-successional forest conditions, maintaining aesthetic qualities, and 
limiting impacts on the operation of Mendocino Woodlands.” Also, please refer to General 
Response 6. 
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Letter EF-363 
 
Response to Comment 363.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter JN-364 
 
Response to Comment 364.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 364.2 
The DEIR provides for evaluation of restoration within Alternative E, where on page 62 it is 
stated “Restoration of the natural forest ecosystem and the protection of water quality, fish, and 
wildlife habitats at JDSF would be the primary management goals. There would be no even-
aged management or harvest of old-growth trees. Timber harvesting, when it occurred, would 
be designed to advance timber stand development to late seral characteristics. Low impact 
recreational opportunities such as trails and hike-in campsites would be expanded where they 
did not pose significant risk to fish and wildlife resources. Research would no longer address 
questions on active forest management, but would shift to studying the existing vegetation 
types and watercourse conditions and how they change over time. A research, demonstration, 
and monitoring program would be implemented to gain and distribute knowledge on the 
restoration of old-growth and late-seral forests, natural watersheds, and associated resources.” 
Also, please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 364.3 
Please refer to General Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment 364.4A 
Issue:  The DEIR does not incorporate important scientific findings of research conducted by 
the Redwood Sciences Laboratory. 
 
Response:  Important scientific findings of research conducted by the Redwood Sciences 
Laboratory is found in numerous locations in the DEIR, including the following sections:  
Biological Resources (V-star, suspended sediment, mass wasting, and LWD); Hydrology and 
Water Quality (peak flows, water yield and low flows, and sediment), Appendix 8C—Aquatic 
Resources (V-star, LWD recruitment, LWD loading, channel changes associated with NF Caspar 
Creek logging), and Appendix 11—Hydrology and Water Resources Report (changes in peak 
flows).      
 
Response to Comment 364.4B 
 
Issue:  The proposed stream protection measures are not justified scientifically.  
 
Response:  Recent research conducted by leading scientists support the protection measures 
proposed for riparian areas within JDSF.  For example, Benda et al. (in press) reported that in 
the absence of landsliding, wood recruitment in both old growth and second-growth Humboldt 
County study sites originated from within 20 to 40 m of the stream.  Reid and Hilton (1998) 
reported that about 90% of the instances of debris input occurred from tree falls within 115 feet 
(35 m) of the channel in un-reentered second growth redwood/Douglas-fir forests in the North 
Fork of Caspar Creek.   
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Other work supports the contention that most LWD is recruited from within 20 m to 40 m of the 
channel bank.  For example, McDade et al. (1990) found that approximately 80% of in-channel 
large woody debris pieces associated with 80+-year-old conifer stands (primarily Douglas-fir) in 
western Washington and Oregon originated within 20 m (66 feet) of the streambank.  In a 
comprehensive review of LWD literature, Lassettre and Harris (2001) state: “To ensure future 
supplies of LWD to stream channels, buffer strips serving as reservoirs of wood supply should 
be wide enough to encompass the zone of LWD input, typically within 20 m to 30 m of the 
stream channel (Lienkaemper and Swanson 1987, McDade et al. 1990, Van Sickle and Gregory 
1990)”… “The use of a selectively logged fringe buffer adjacent to the streamside buffer may 
serve to reduce abnormally high rates of windthrow and preserve natural input rates.  Any 
selective cutting within buffer strips should leave an abundant supply of the largest trees for 
recruitment (Murphy and Koski 1989, Abbe and Montgomery 1996).   
  
To address LWD recruitment, page 119 of the DEIR document states that if instream wood 
loading does not meet target criteria as described in Bilby and Ward (1989), Class I WLPZ 
silviculture will either be no-cut (except for cable corridor trees where needed) within 100 to 150 
feet (30 m to 45 m) of the watercourse transition line, or limited to thinning from below to 
promote growth on the larger diameter trees and improve LWD recruitment potential.  WLPZ 
prescriptions shall default to either no-cut within 100 to 150 feet (30 to 45 m) of the watercourse 
transition line or limited to thinning from below silviculture if the recommended LWD surveys 
are not conducted.   
 
The other area of concern in riparian zones relates to shading for water temperature concerns.  
Murphy (1995) and Beschta et al. (1987) state that in general, buffer strips that are 30 m 
(approximately 100 feet) wide provide nearly the  same shade as in old-growth forest (old-
growth canopy density is displayed as varying from 80 to 90% in Murphy (1995)).  Site-specific 
conditions that influence shade effectiveness include density and height of vegetation, stream 
width, stream reach orientation, latitude, and sun angle (CH2MHill and Western Watershed 
Analysts 1999).  The JDSF Management Plan and DEIR propose 150 foot (45 m) WLPZs for Class 
I watercourses with at least 85% canopy post-harvest for the first 75 feet, and 65% in the second 
75 feet.  The implementation of these measures is expected to result in no measurable detection 
of shading (i.e., blockage of incoming solar radiation) reduction, and water temperature 
increases are not anticipated.   
 
Response to Comment 364.4C 
Issue:  No mitigations are proposed to mitigate the effect of canopy removal, which decreases 
interception loss by approximately 20% for winter storm events. 
 
Response:  Research conducted in the North Fork of Caspar Creek has shown that clear cutting 
reduces interception loss approximately 20% for large winter storm events (Lewis et al. 2001).  
This reduction in interception loss is largely responsible for increased peak flows in clear cut-
harvested watersheds under mid-winter saturated mantel conditions.  Small peak flow 
increases are possible in moderately sized basins (e.g., 1000 ac) where large percentages of the 
basin are clearcut (e.g., NF Caspar Creek—9% increase for 2 yr recurrence interval discharge 
event with almost half the basin clearcut in 3 years).  However, use of the California Forest 
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Practice Rules limits clearcut size and the rate that larger watersheds can be harvested with 
even-aged silvicultural systems.  In large watersheds, harvesting is spread over decades, within 
which time the earliest clearcut areas will have regenerated (in Caspar Creek, peak flow 
increases in clearcut tributary basins recovered in 11 years, J. Lewis, USFS-PSW, Arcata, CA, 
personal communication).  Small increases in peak flows such as observed in Caspar Creek did 
not appear to substantially modify the channel morphology present and were described as 
relatively benign (Ziemer 1998). 
   
Response to Comment 364.4D 
Issue:  Increased peak runoff, mainly related to reduction in interception loss and changes in 
evapotranspiration during the winter period, dramatically reduces the factor of safety related to 
hillslope stability.   
 
Response:  Increased peak flows in the North Fork of Caspar Creek have not increased the 
frequency of landsliding (Cafferata and Spittler 1998, Ziemer 1998).  In the North Fork, the 
number and size of landslides were similar in clear cut-logged units and unlogged units 
(Cafferata and Spittler 1998).   
 
Response to Comment 364.4E 
Issue:  The JDSF Management Plan does not evaluate the portions of the Forest that are at risk 
for hillslope failure using deterministic methods and mitigate for this significant adverse 
impact. 
  
Response:  In Section 7, Geology and Soils, page 291, the DEIR states that shallow landslide 
potential with JDSF has been modeled with a distributive computer model (SHALSTAB) based 
on digital elevation data, drainage area, and slope.  This data was used in the development of 
the California Geological Survey preliminary map of relative landslide potential for JDSF.  Also 
in Section 7, page 299, the DEIR states that CGS’s Short and Spittler (2002) have compiled a new 
landslide map for JDSF. This recently produced map supplements previous maps produced by 
CGS, and includes recent field mapping and additional aerial photo interpretation, as well as 
additional map sources.  Pages 301 to 304 describe the three main approaches that will be 
employed to reduce erosion and sedimentation—particularly related to mass wasting—as part 
of the JDSF Management Plan.  These include: 1) designation of special concern areas, including 
inner gorge slopes and shallow landslide potential areas, 2) a detailed methodology for 
assessment of slope stability for use in THP preparation—including office review of existing 
information, field review, and CEG input, and 3) use of a Road Management Plan, which 
includes an inventory of JDSF roads and crossings.   
 
Response to Comment 364.4F 
Issue:  Clear cutting increases peak runoff, which increases gully extension rates, bank failure 
rates, and increases the frequency and magnitude of hydrologic pore pressures, with the 
potential to trigger mass wasting events. 
 
Response:  Humboldt State University Masters degree candidate Nick Dewey is currently 
conducting a channel incision study in the North and South Forks of Caspar Creek.  Mr. Dewey 
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has observed gullying and channel incision in all types of channels—including the control or 
reference tributaries in the North Fork.  He has reported that there is more evidence of recent 
channel incision in the South Fork, which was selectively logged prior to the implementation of 
the modern Forest Practice Rules (1971 to1973), than in the North Fork, which was nearly 50% 
clearcut from 1985 to 1991.  Mr. Dewey has observed connectivity between old roads and 
channels in the South Fork.  Other causes include sapping, old debris flow tracks, and soil pipe 
collapse.  Therefore, gully extension and channel incision appear to be related to roads, old 
logging practices no longer in use, and hillslope processes, and relatively unrelated to the type 
of silvicultural system utilized.  As stated above under item No. 4., Cafferata and Spittler (1998) 
reported that the number and size of landslides were similar in clear cut-logged units and 
unlogged units in the North Fork of Caspar Creek.    
 
Response to Comment 364.4G 
Issue:  Given the rate of harvest proposed in the JDSF Management Plan and DEIR, there is no 
evaluation of the loss of soil metals, an unevaluated cumulative effect on the sustainability of 
the forest productivity.  No feasible, less damaging alternatives that could mitigate the loss of 
soil metals have been considered by the Plan.  
 
Response:  It appears likely that Mr. Noell is actually referring to the potential loss of soil 
nutrients, such as nitrogen, when he states “soil metals,” since soil nutrients are what are 
related to long-term soil and forest productivity and sustainability.  Timber harvesting has the 
potential to affect nutrient cycling.  The DEIR discusses the effects of harvesting on nutrients in 
Appendix 8C.  Dahlgren (1998) studied the effects of forest harvesting on nitrogen cycling in the 
Caspar Creek watershed. He reported that in contrast to other forest ecosystems that show large 
nutrient losses in stream water after harvest, this Douglas fir/redwood ecosystem shows 
relatively small losses. Dahlgren (1998) concluded, ”Clearcut harvesting in this Douglas 
fir/redwood ecosystem did not result in any short-term detectable decrease in soil carbon and 
nitrogen pools. Stream-water nitrate concentrations were increased after clear cutting, especially 
during storm events with high stream discharge volumes; however, fluxes in stream water were 
relatively low compared to results from other forest ecosystems. Immobilization of nutrients by 
the rapid regrowth of redwood stump sprouts appears to make this ecosystem relatively 
resistant to nutrient loss by leaching after harvest. The elevated nitrate concentration in streams 
draining clearcut watersheds was substantially decreased at downstream sampling points. By 
the time the stream left the experimental watershed, nitrate concentrations were near those of 
the nonperturbed reference watersheds. Removal of nitrogen in the harvested biomass results in 
an appreciable loss of nitrogen from the forest ecosystem. These data suggest that nitrogen 
fixation by Ceanothus may be an important nitrogen input that is necessary to maintain the long-
term productivity and sustainability of these ecosystems." 
 
Response to Comment 364.5 
Please refer to General Response 5. 
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Letter EM-366 
 
Response to Comment 366.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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Letter LP-367 
 
Response to Comment 367.1 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment 367.2 
Analysis of recreational activities on JDSF including discussion in meaningful detail on existing 
trails and campgrounds is provided for in the DEIR beginning on page 399. 
 
Response to Comment 367.3 
Please refer to General Response 1. Page 400 of the DEIR states, 
 

The legislature also directed that prior to authorizing the sale and 
cutting of timber from the Mendocino Woodlands Special 
Treatment Area, the State Forester shall solicit and consider the 
recommendations of the Department of Parks and Recreation with 
respect to the prevention of unnecessary or unreasonable 
interruption or loss of facilities or resources essential to operations 
of the Outdoor Center (PRC 5829). 
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Letter BG-368 
 
Response to Comment 368.1 
Please refer to General Responses 1, 4, and 8. 
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Letter RB-369 
 
Response to Comment 368.1 
The DEIR includes Proposed Management Measures and Specific Management Actions in 
regards to increases in recreation activities and facilities at JDSF (pages 408-409) that are 
consistent with DFMP Goal #5, “low impact recreational opportunities that are compatible with 
forest management objectives.”  Please refer to Response 201.7 for additional information 
regarding demonstration and research opportunities within JDSF. 
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Letter MB-370 
 
Response to Comment 370.1 
JDSF is required to comply with the Legislative mandate (PRC 4631) and Board Policy (0351.2), 
which describe timber production as the primary land use on the forest (DEIR pages 9 and 10).  
The DFMP complies with the mandate and Board Policy, as well as providing suitable 
protection of public-trust resources (fish, wildlife, etc.) as analyzed in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 370.2 
Please Refer to General Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment 370.3 
Please refer to Response VT-241.2. 
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Letter DL-374 
 
Response to Comment 374.1 
Please see response to RL-333.1. 
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Letter MT-375 
 
Response to Comment 375.1 
Please see response to RL-333.1. 
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Section V 

Form Letters and Responses 
 
Section V includes a representative letter of those letters grouped into classes due to similarity 
to other letters.  Comments within representative letters were numbered in the margin.  
Responses to the comments follow the letter.  A list of the alphanumeric code of similar letters 
in the class precedes the actual response to the comments.  The letters grouped may contain 
some slight differences from the others in the class, but do not contain significantly different 
comments and therefore do not require unique responses.  One form letter, initially emailed, 
then delivered in hardcopy, received response, but, due to volume, respondents were not 
included in the alphanumeric listing.   
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F1 Letters 
 
Approximately 34 respondents submitted a letter that was classified as F1.   
 
Response to F1 Comments  
Please refer to General Responses 1, 4, 7, and 8. 
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F2 Letters 
 
Approximately 7 respondents submitted a letter that has been classified as F2.  The concern 
expressed in these letters is unclear as stated or does not pertain to the project, its impacts as 
analyzed under CEQA, or the analysis presented in the DEIR.  These respondents may benefit 
from a review of all General Responses in Section II. 
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F3 Letters 
 
Approximately 1,431 respondents submitted a letter that can be classified as F3.  Most letters 
contained six comments, such as those included in the F3 example letter. 
 
Response to Comments F3.1  
Please refer to Response JN-364.2. 
 
Response to Comments F3.2 
Please refer to Responses GK-215.2, GJ-236.35 and 236.36. 
 
Response to Comment F3.3  
Please refer to General Response 9. 
 
Response to Comment F3.4  
The Biological Resource Section of the DEIR includes a discussion of aquatic resources and 
associated stream protection measures (p. 111-114). The DEIR states that stream protection 
measures are legislated through a number of state and federal policies.  At the project level such 
as THP preparation, stream protection measures contained in the DEIR are subject to agency 
review and approval and may include additional site-specific measures. Stream protection 
measures are stated in the DEIR and include all applicable Forest Practice Rule standards. These 
protection measures are subject to scientific review during formation and ongoing evaluation 
for effectiveness. 
 
Response to Comment F3.5  
The purpose of the EIR process is to address the impacts of the proposed action and to suggest 
mitigation to ensure that impacts are less than significant. The federal recovery plan for the 
murrelets is only implemented for federal projects or when federally funded.  In addition, 
please refer to Response RH-240.3 and General Responses 2 and 5.  
 
Response to Comment F3.6  
Please refer to General Response 1. 
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F4 Letters 
 
Approximately 2,226 respondents submitted a letter that can be classified as F4.  Most letters 
contained three comments, such as those included in the F4 example letter. 
 
Response to Comments F4.1, F4.2, and F4.3 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 7 and Response PS-2.2. 
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F5 Letter 
 
CDF received a letter that contained numerous signatures; therefore it was classified as group 
F5.  This letter contains three comments. 
 
Response to Comments F5.1 
Please refer to General Response 1.  
 
Response to Comment F5.2 
Please refer to Response RS-201.12. 
 
Response to Comment F5.3 
Please refer to General Responses 4 and 8. 
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F6 Letters 
 
Approximately 30 respondents submitted a letter that can be classified as F6.  Most letters 
contained seven comments, such as those included in the F6 example letter. 
 
Response to Comments F6.1-F6.7  
Please refer to General Response 5. 
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F7 Letters 
 
Approximately 19 respondents submitted a letter that can be classified as F7.  Most letters 
contained 15-19 comments, such as those included in the F7 example letter. 
 
Response to Comments F7.1 and F7.2  
Please refer to Response PS-2.2. 
 
Response to Comments F7.1 
Please refer to  
 
Response to Comments F7.4-F7.6 
Please refer to General Response 4.  
 
Response to Comment F7.7 
Please refer to General Response 7. 
 
Response to Comment F7.8 and F7.9 
The Biological Resource Section of the DEIR includes a discussion of aquatic resources and 
associated stream protection measures (p. 111-114). The DEIR states that stream protection 
measures are legislated through a number of state and federal policies.  At the project level such 
as THP preparation, stream protection measures contained in the DEIR are subject to agency 
review and approval and may include additional site-specific measures. Stream protection 
measures are stated in the DEIR and include all applicable Forest Practice Rule standards. These 
protection measures are subject to scientific review during formation and ongoing evaluation 
for effectiveness. Also, please refer to Responses PS-2.5 and RL-238.22. 
 
Response to Comment F7.10 
Please refer to Response WW-237.6 and 237.7. 
 
Response to Comment F7.11 
Please refer to Response GK-215.2. 
 
Response to Comment F7.12-F7.14 
Please refer to General Response 1. 
 
Response to Comment F7.15 
The Management Plan defines specific Watershed Resource goals to mitigate road and crossing 
problem sites, to minimize erosion impacts, to minimize management-related landslides, and to 
maintain or improve aquatic and riparian habitat conditions and minimize sediment delivery to 
watercourses (DFMP, page 102).   
 



Section V 
Form Letters and Responses 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc V-18  

Improved road management and the careful abandonment of old roads are expected to result in 
important reductions in erosion from road surfaces and stream crossings.  The relocation of 
roads from along streams to ridge tops and the change to out-sloping of road surfaces is already 
reducing road caused sedimentation. 
 
Response to Comment F7.16 
Please refer to Response F8.7. 
 
Response to Comment F7.17 and F7.18 
Please refer to General Responses 1 and 8. 
 
Response to Comment F7.19 
Please refer to Response EC-37.4. 
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F8 Letters 
 
Approximately 25 respondents submitted a letter that can be classified as F8.  Most letters 
contained nine comments, such as those included in the F8 example letter. 

 
Response to Comment F8.1  
Please refer to General Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment F8.2 
Please refer to General Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment F8.3  
Please refer to General Response 7.  
  
Response to Comment F8.4 
Please refer to General Response 8.  
 
Response to Comment F8.5 
As stated in the DFMP (page 58), one of the goals of the Forest is to provide a comprehensive 
ecologically based program to prevent and control exotic weeds.  Integrated Weed Management 
(IWM) contains provisions to control infestations of invasive exotic plant species and prevent 
further colonization of those species through an array of measures that vary from preventive 
measures to post-harvesting practices.  Please refer to the DEIR, pages 142-143 and 318, for 
further details. 
 
Response to Comment F8.6 
Please refer to Response EC-37.4.  Page 142 of DEIR states: 

 
IWM is a prevention oriented approach that emphasizes control of 
environmental conditions that cause or promote weed 
infestations.  IWM may make use of the benefits of cultural, 
mechanical, herbicide application, prescribed fire, biological 
agents or other techniques to reduce exotic weed populations and 
to promote forest health. 

 
As stated throughout the DFMP and DEIR, invasive exotic plant species eradication is not 
restricted to the use of chemicals. 
 
Response to Comment F8.7 
Please refer to Responses F7.8 and F7.9. 
 
Response to Comment F8.8 
Please refer to General Response 2.  The FPRs require that slash that is treated for hazard 
reduction by piling and burning shall be treated by April 1 of the year following its creation, or 
within 30 days following climatic access or as justified in the Plan.  This includes landing piles 
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in or adjacent to the plan area.  The rules go on to state that piles shall be burned at a safe time 
during the first wet fall or winter weather or other safe period following piling.  These are 
requirements for hazard reduction, but will also address aesthetic concerns.  The slash 
abatement measures in the DFMP will minimize the aesthetic impact of slash where public 
access is highest, minimizing aesthetic impacts. Please refer to page 163 of the DEIR for further 
details. 
 
Response to Comment F8.9  
Please refer to Response GK-215. 
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Support Letters  
 
Approximately 49 respondents submitted a letter that supports the adoption of the DFMP and 
Alternative C. 
 
Response to Support Letters 
The comments that support Alternative C have been submitted into the public record.  
Approval of the DFMP is pending completion of CEQA review, CDF administrative review, 
and the Lead Agency (CDF) review. 
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Section VI 

Oral Testimony 
 
This section of the JDSF FEIR presents a summary of public comment received at the two public 
hearings for the project.  Responses follow each summarized comment.  The hearings were held 
in Ukiah, California on Wednesday, June 12, 2002 starting at 3:00 PM and 6:00 PM.  A certified 
shorthand reporter completed a transcript of each hearing.  Respondent’s comments are 
summarized and responded to in order of appearance at the hearing. 
 
3:00 PM Session 
 
1.  George Hollister: Forwarded general support for several aspects of the proposed DFMP.  

States many perceived positive results of project impacts. 
Response: Please see response to Letter GH-25 in Section V.  Mr. Hollister’s comments were 
repeated in written comments to CDF. 

 
2.  Mary Wells: Generally supports DFMP, but would like to see additional larger campground 

buffers, control of illegal dumping, trail reconstruction.   
Response: Please see response to MW-45 in Section IV.  Ms. Well’s comments were repeated 
in written comments to CDF. 

 
3.  Gary Roach: General support for the DFMP, current and past management of the Forest.  

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V. 
 
4.  Paul Hughes: States that the DFMP lacks a recreation plan and the Forest could be better 

utilized with one.  States that logging impacts water quality and quantity.  Does not support 
clear cutting.  Supports preservation of old-growth habitat.  Support for Alternative E.   
Response:  Please see response to PH-151 in Section IV.  Mr. Hughes’ comments were 
repeated in written comments to CDF. 

 
5.  Fred Wells: States support for additional volunteer programs.   

Response: Volunteer programs will continue to be allowed under the DFMP.  There is no 
current plan to establish a CDF position solely for volunteer coordination.   

 
6.  Tom Smythe: Supports uneven-aged management.  Wants to see logs processed locally.  

Response: Please refer to the DEIR for analysis of the proposed uneven and even-aged 
management practices.  The DFMP calls for a variety of harvest choices for comprehensive 
management options.  The destination of the logs from the Forest is beyond the control of 
CDF and beyond the scope of the DEIR. 
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7.  Bill Heil: Support for Alternative E.  Does not feel that CDF will conduct “independent 
review” of projects under the DFMP.  Points out that a “big mill” in Fort Bragg has closed 
since the EIR was started.  Feels closure of mill will allow the two remaining mills to control 
the bidding process to the detriment of smaller mills.  States that the Hare Creek plan 
disturbed too much soil on the site. 
Response: Please refer to General Response 1.  Please also see response to BH-311 in Section 
IV; Mr. Heil’s comments regarding mill closure and log contracts were contained in his 
comment letter to CDF.  Soil disturbance on a single past THP within JDSF is beyond the 
scope of this EIR. 

 
8.  Niel Fischer: General support of Alternative C.  Comments repeated in letter to CDF. 

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V. 
 
9.  Mark Rentz: General support of Alternative C.  Comments repeated in letter to CDF. 

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V. 
 
10.  Zachary Jones: General support of Alternative C.   

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V. 
 
11.  Jere Melo: General support of Alternative C.  Comments repeated in letter to CDF. 

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V. 
 
12:  Vince Taylor: States that CDF did not fulfill its legal obligation to make all materials 

available to the public.  Takes issue with CDF not accepting e-mailed comment. 
Response: The public comment period was extended to July 19th to allow for comment from 
those who had difficulty obtaining information.  CDF received a very large volume of 
comments from well informed respondents.  The documents were available in hardcopy 
and on the CDF website from the date of posting.  Please refer to General Response 3 
regarding e-mailed comments. 

 
13.  Jim Clark: General support of Alternative C.   

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V. 
 
14.  Rebecca Fitzgerald (North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board): States that 

NCRWCB is working on implementation plans and revisions to the basin plan for the Noyo 
and Big River watersheds.  Would like the DFMP to be able to adapt to these forthcoming 
plans in the future. 
Response: Please refer to response to Letter FR-126.  Respondent’s concerns are repeated in 
NCRWQCB comment letter to CDF.  The DFMP generally calls for adaptive management 
and CDF will meet all future legal requirements regarding waste discharge. 

 
15.  Christine Wright-Shacklett (North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board): States 

that NCRWCB is working on revisions to waiver and waste discharge requirements.  Would 
like the DFMP to be able to adapt to these forthcoming plans in the future. 
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Response: Please refer to response to Letter FR-126.  Respondent’s concerns are repeated in 
NCRWQCB comment letter to CDF.  The DFMP generally calls for adaptive management 
and CDF will meet all future legal requirements regarding waste discharge. 

 
16.  Patti Campbell (Mendocino County Board of Supervisors): Read excerpts from Mendocino 

County Board of Supervisors Resolution #02051.  Resolution states support for sustainable 
production and management of timber resources in JDSF.  Comments were repeated in 
written comment to CDF. 
Response: Please refer to response to agency letter JDC-48 in Section III.   

 
17.  William Smith: General support of continuing demonstration and logging on JDSF. 

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V. 
 
18.  Erik Geiger: General support of Alternative C.   

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V. 
 
6:00 PM Session 
 
1.  Jerry Philbrick: General support for DFMP. 

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V. 
 
2.  John Burns: No comment. 
 
3.  Ed Ehlers: General support for DFMP.  Notes that plan calls for updates every five years 

and as needed. 
Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V.  Updates to the DFMP will 
generally occur every five years unless there is a need to update sooner.  

 
4.  Mike Anderson: General support for DFMP.  Notes that he obtained hardcopy of DEIR and 

DFMP without difficulty. 
Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V.   

 
5.  Jerry Filbrick: General Support for DFMP. 

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V.   
 
6.  John Starkey: General support of DFMP.  Introduced logging crew.  

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V.   
 
7.  Philip Schuster: General Support for DFMP. 

Response: Please see response to Support Letters, Section V.   
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Section VII 

Mitigation Measures 
 
1.  Mitigation of Impacts of Even-Aged Timber Harvests on 

Scenic Vistas 
 
Mitigation 1.  For even-aged timber harvest plans, conduct field evaluations by a RPF or his or 
her designee to determine the visibility of the THP area to the Forest visitor as seen from roads, 
trails, and recreation areas. Evaluations will be given to, but not limited to: the degree and 
duration of vistas, and general topography of the THP area in relation to the view aspect, and 
type and density of forest canopy and understory cover of forest areas surrounding the THP 
area. Where appropriate to visually soften and mitigate impacts created by even-aged 
management on the integrity of scenic views visible to the general forest visitor, amend the THP 
to include one or a combination of the following: modify the configuration of the harvest area to 
better reflect topography; modify the configuration of the harvest area to avoid spanning 
ridgelines in whole or in part; or leave selected standing trees along the harvest edge 
boundaries.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
  
Timing:  During the life of the JDSF Management Plan 
Scope:  Even-aged management THPs 
Implementation:  the Department 
Responsibility:  the Department 
 
2.  Mitigation of Visual Impacts of Timber Harvests Activities 
 
Mitigation 2.  For all timber harvest plans conducted within or adjacent to Special Treatment 
Areas or buffer areas that are identified but not specifically defined in the DFMP, conduct field 
evaluations by a qualified professional as determined by CDF, to determine the visibility of the 
THP area. Evaluations will be given to, but not limited to: the degree and duration of views 
from areas of concern; presence of distinctive visual attributes such as rock outcrops, streams, or 
distinctive flora; type and density of forest canopy and understory cover; and general 
topography in relation to the view aspect.  Evaluations should take into account the 
configuration of the THP in relation to the areas around it.  Where appropriate to visually 
screen views from Special Concern Areas and the Mendocino Woodlands State Park and 
Outdoor Center, or to direct views to provide desirable vistas, modify the width of the buffer 
appropriately (wider or narrower). Designate timber harvest practices within buffer areas to be 
one or a combination of singletree selection, hazard tree removal, or no harvesting as 
appropriate.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:  During the life of the JDSF Management Plan 
Scope:  THPs within or adjacent to Special Concern Areas 
Implementation:  the Department 
Responsibility:  the Department  
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3.  Mitigation of Impacts from Light and Glare 
 
Mitigation 3.  Amend the DFMP to require the Forest Learning Center to be located and 
designed in accordance with the CEQA process to not significantly affect day or nighttime 
views from campgrounds or residential areas.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as 
follows: 
  
Timing:     During adoption of FMP and selection of facility site 
Scope:      Highway 20 corridor 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
4.  Mitigation of Impacts On Aquatic Resources 
 
Mitigation 4A.  Either programmatic or THP-specific instream LWD surveys are recommended 
to help determine appropriate retention standards prior to designing WLPZ prescriptions.  If 
instream wood loads do not meet target criteria as described in Bilby and Ward (1989), Class I 
WLPZ silviculture will either be no-cut (except for harvest of cable corridor trees where needed) 
within 100 to 150 feet of the Watercourse Transition Line, or limited to “thinning from below,” 
to promote growth on the larger diameter trees and improve LWD recruitment potential.  
WLPZ prescriptions shall default to either no-cut within 100 to 150 feet of the Watercourse 
Transition Line or limited to “thinning from below” silviculture if the recommended LWD 
surveys are not conducted.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:     As part of THP review 
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
Mitigation 4B.  As part of a focused study project, assess for the potential of placing large wood 
into the Class I channel.  Where assessments indicate that LWD levels are low and instream 
placement is feasible consider placement of unanchored log and/or rootwads in streams.    
LWD should exceed one bank-full width in length.   When available, skyline or helicopter 
yarding systems used to yard the THP logs can be employed to place LWD in the channel 
where ground-based equipment access is not available.  LWD installation projects should be 
coordinated with CDFG, NMFS, and other applicable state and federal agencies.  [This 
mitigation is intended to accelerate recovery of the aquatic system, and should only be 
considered after thorough study of potential effects as part of operational demonstrations, 
formal studies, or research projects.  This mitigation is not necessary to prevent potentially 
significant effects associated with timber management operations.]   
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Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:     As part of THP review 
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
5.  Mitigation of Impacts on Biological Resources 
 
Mitigation 5.  Although the DFMP may indirectly address sudden oak death (SOD), the 
recently developed information on the distribution, spread and control of SOD indicates that 
SOD should be directly addressed in the DFMP.  Infected foliage and small diameter woody 
material of a number of host plants present a high risk for disease spread.  Spread of the disease 
can occur through the unintentional transport of these materials.  Language should be included 
in the Forest Management Plan to incorporate the most current “Best Management Practices” 
for controlling the distribution and spread of SOD.  Such Management Practices are listed and 
described in Appendix 14.  It is recommended that Appendix 14 be incorporated as an element 
of the adopted Forest Management Plan, and maintained to incorporate the most current “Best 
Management Practices.”  
 
Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
  
Timing:     During adoption of FMP and as part of THP review 
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
6.  Mitigation of Impacts on Wildlife 
 
Mitigation 6.  To address the potential impacts to wildlife species, the DFMP should be revised 
to incorporate the following mitigation measures to supplement the snag retention standards 
presented in the DFMP: Retain all snags within all timber harvest areas with the exception of 
snags that pose a fire or safety hazard, or are within the alignment of roads proposed for 
construction.  The largest snags, including residual old-growth snags, should have priority for 
protection until the snag retention goals of the DFMP are met. The DFMP establishes 
monitoring standards in-regards to the snag retention requirements.  No changes to those 
standards are required.     
 
Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
  
Timing:     During adoption of FMP and as part of THP review 
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
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7. Mitigation of Impacts on Heritage Resources 
 
Mitigation 7A:  THP-specific studies performed in accordance with Forest Practice Rules shall 
include (a) oversight and review of Confidential Archaeological Addendums by qualified 
professional archaeologist for studies conducted by certified RPFs, (b) a current archaeological 
records check as defined in 14 CCR Section 895.1 that would include review of identified but 
unrecorded historic resources listed in Gary and Hines (1993), and (c) formal recordation to 
current standards of all identified heritage resources, among other standard procedures.  
Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
   
Timing:      During the life of the JDSF Management Plan 
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department  
 
Mitigation 7B.  While preparing timber sales, JDSF staff will (a) regularly consider potential 
impacts to significant heritage resources located along regularly used or main logging access 
roads, (b) assess the potential for long-term site attrition, (c) consider the appropriateness of 
CARIDAP: Sparse Lithic Scatters (Jackson et al. 1988), and (d) for other types of sites, carry out 
data recovery excavations, site capping, and/or road realignment and proper abandonment 
where feasible.  To do this, the access roads need to be mapped and included in the 
archaeological survey for the timber sale, in addition to the actual logging area.  Road survey 
coverage shall be plotted on the JDSF archaeological survey database maps.  Monitoring of this 
mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:      During the life of the JDSF Management Plan 
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department  
 
Mitigation 7C:  As funding and opportunities allow (e.g., competitive grants, interagency 
agreements with California State University anthropology programs), CDF will prioritize 
completion of a general (non-THP-specific) heritage resource inventory (including formal 
recordation and significance evaluation).  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as 
follows: 
  
Timing:   As funding and opportunities allow, during life of the JDSF 

Management Plan  
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
Mitigation 7D.  The JDSF Heritage Resource Officer shall initiate consultation with local Native 
American tribes to determine the presence or absence of Native American gathering areas or 
other locations of cultural or religious importance.  These locations, if any can be confirmed, 
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shall be plotted on the JDSF heritage resource database.  This database will be reviewed prior to 
preparation of each timber sale, and specific management of those locations will be developed 
in consultation with affected local tribes. 
  
Timing:      During life of the JDSF Management Plan  
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
Mitigation 7E.  In concert with the Pre-Suppression Plan to be developed for JDSF, employ 
standard procedures described in the Forest Practice Rules (i.e. to contact local tribes, conduct 
field survey, develop mitigation to protect significant sites) to avoid potential impacts to 
significant heritage resources where pre-fire defense improvements (fire breaks, helispot 
locations, water tanks, adequate road and trail access) and incident camps will be established.  
Any related construction or use shall be preceded by an archaeological survey and impact 
assessment, and documented on CDF survey report form, in accordance with Department 
procedures.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
  
Timing:  During planning and implementation of the Pre-

Suppression Plan   
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department  
 
Mitigation 7F.  To the extent practical during emergency fire-fighting activities, rely on persons 
trained to identify archaeological sites (professional or certified RFPs), to avoid or minimize 
heritage resource impacts from fire suppression and support activities (e.g., grading or hand-
digging of fuel breaks, establishment of incident camps).  Monitoring of this mitigation measure 
shall be as follows: 
  
Timing:      During the life of the JDSF Management Plan  
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
Mitigation 7G.  After a wildfire has been safely suppressed, rely on a professional CDF 
archaeologist to oversee and document site damage assessments and as needed, develop and 
supervise site stabilization, data recovery or rehabilitation efforts, with assistance, to the extent 
possible, from certified RFPs.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
  

Timing:      During the life of the JDSF Management Plan  
Scope:   Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
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Mitigation 7H.  When planning for prescribed burns, employ CDF’s “Procedures for 
Archaeological Review of CFIP and VMP Projects” to avoid potential impacts to significant 
heritage resources.  Emphasis must be placed on identifying, formally recording and devising 
appropriate treatment measures for constructed historic features made of lumber and surface or 
shallow archaeological deposits in heavy fuel settings that may be significantly altered or 
destroyed by fire.  The archaeological survey and impact assessment shall be documented on 
CDF survey report form, in accordance with Department procedures.  Monitoring of this 
mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 

Timing:     During the life of the JDSF Management Plan  
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
Mitigation 7I.  Potential impacts to important Native American plant collecting areas from 
prescribed burns will be avoided by consulting with interested, recognized local Tribes (as 
listed by the Native American Heritage Commission [NAHC] for use for Timber Harvest Plans) 
about potential effects (positive or negative) of fire on plant collecting areas, and if identified, by 
modifying prescribed burn plans, to the extent practical, to meet both CDF's and the Native 
Americans’ desired results.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 

Timing:     During the life of the JDSF Management Plan  
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
Mitigation 7J.  Prior to any road grading work, the current database of heritage resources shall 
be checked to determine if any known sites exist along the road segments to be treated, and a 
archaeological survey of the road segment will be conducted by either a professional 
archaeologist or an RPF with current archaeological training.  Any identified heritage resource 
will be recorded and its potential significance evaluated.  Specific mitigation measures to 
protect the site(s) will be developed in consultation with a CDF Archaeologist and documented 
in the project file.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:   During the period applicable to the 2001 Categorical 

Exemption for road maintenance at JDSF 
Scope:  Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:  the Department 
 
Mitigation 7K. In concert with the road inventory described in the Road Management Plan for 
JDSF (DFMP Appendix VI), make it a priority to complete within the five-year effort the 
heritage resources inventory for the existing road system (including rock borrow pits and 
related appurtenances) by employing standard procedures described in CDF’s Archaeological 
Review Procedures. Consult with interested Tribes to determine if significant traditional 
cultural properties or other heritage resources such as plant collecting areas are present and 
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may be affected.  Planning for road improvements or abandonment needs to consider and 
implement measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts to significant heritage resources. 
The inventory shall be documented in the CDF Archaeological Report form, or other report 
format consistent with OHP (1989) guidelines.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be 
as follows: 
 
Timing:   Complete inventory within first five years of 

implementation of JDSF Management Plan; implement 
protection measures in conjunction with development of 
JDSF Road Management Plan 

Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:   the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:    the Department 
 
Mitigation 7L.  For new road construction or substantial improvements to existing roads and 
appurtenances (including development of new rock borrow pits), or when planning for 
abandonment of roads and/or related appurtenances, apply standard procedures described in 
CDF’s Archaeological Review Procedures to avoid potential impacts to significant heritage 
resources. Consult with interested Tribes to determine if significant traditional cultural 
properties or other heritage resources such as plant collecting areas are present and may be 
affected.  Where known site boundaries are not systematically defined or in question, establish 
reasonable buffer zones for heritage resources where ground disturbing maintenance activities 
will be avoided, and monitor for compliance.  The results shall be documented in the CDF 
Archaeological Report form, or other report format consistent with OHP (1989) guidelines.  
Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:   During the life of the JDSF Management Plan; in 

conjunction with development and implementation of 
JDSF Road Management Plan 

Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
Mitigation 7M.  Before planned ground disturbing maintenance or improvements is carried out 
(e.g., installing toilets, showers, barbeque pits, constructing new trails, per DFMP Section 3, 
Recreation, Aesthetics, and Public Use), an archaeological survey shall be performed.  JDSF staff 
shall conduct an archaeological survey of the area considered for development.  A professional 
archaeologist or a person with current certification from CDF for archaeological surveys must 
conduct this survey.  The work must be done in consultation with a CDF Archaeologist and 
follow the procedures outlined in CDF’s Archaeological Review Procedures for CFIP and VMP 
Projects.  A check of the current database of heritage resources on JDSF shall be included in this 
work.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:     During the life of the JDSF Management Plan 
Scope:      Forest-wide 
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Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
Mitigation 7N.  Revise JDSF visitor brochures to include an advisory statement that the 
unauthorized collecting of artifacts and the looting or vandalism of sites is prohibited by State 
law, and provide direction on what the visitor should do in the event that prehistoric or historic 
artifacts are encountered on the Forest.  This shall include a section in the main Forest brochure, 
and the creation of a new brochure specifically addressing the archaeology and history of JDSF 
that will include a more detailed discussion of how visitors should respond to discovery of 
historic or prehistoric sites or artifacts on the Forest.  Develop similar language in all permits 
issued to forest visitors and recreationists (including special events such as the annual Enduro 
equestrian race, Skunk Train bicycle ride, and collecting permits for non-timber forest products) 
and as part of the artifact display at Forest headquarters.  JDSF staff shall look for evidence of 
vandalism and looting at heritage resource sites during patrols of the Forest, and shall promptly 
notify a CDF Staff Archaeologist in the event any such damage is observed, initiate an 
investigation to determine who has vandalized or looted the resource, and assist in taking 
enforcement action as appropriate.  A CDF Staff Archaeologist shall be consulted during the 
development of a treatment plan to rehabilitate damaged sites.  
 
Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:  Within one year of implementation of the JDSF 

Management Plan 
Scope:  Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:  the Department 
     
Mitigation 7O.  By using JDSF’s Collecting Permit process, the JDSF staff shall work together 
with interested Tribes to identify important traditional plant collecting areas, and shall seek to 
minimize the application of herbicides to the plants of interest to the extent practical.  
Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:     During life of the JDSF Management Plan 
Scope:      Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
 
Mitigation 7P.  When planning for or reviewing proposed demonstration and research projects, 
employ standard procedures described in CDF’s Archaeological Review Procedures for CFIP and 
VMP Projects, and include a check of the current JDSF heritage resource database, to avoid 
potential impacts to significant heritage resources.  Document heritage resources study findings 
in the CDF Archaeological Report form, or other report format consistent with OHP (1989) 
guidelines.   
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Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:  During life of the JDSF Management Plan 
Scope:  Forest-wide 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:  the Department 
 
8. Mitigation of Noise Impacts 
 
Mitigation 8.  Active timber operations within the vicinity of occupied campgrounds and picnic 
areas will be limited to weekdays and non-holidays.  Noise abatement mitigation will be 
included in any timber sale within 1,000 feet of an open campground or within 200 feet of a 
residence, park, or other identified sensitive receptor.  Camp hosts will be kept informed of 
activities associated with timber operations affecting campgrounds under their jurisdiction.  In 
addition, noise impacts on nest sites of listed species and neighbors will be considered in 
decisions to prescribe helicopter use in logging operations.  The Mendocino General Plan 
standards for residential dwellings in rural suburban communities will be used as a guide in 
assessing noise impacts expected from specific timber harvest operations.   
 
The following helicopter flight modifications will be utilized when necessary to further mitigate 
noise impacts within and adjacent to JDSF to a level less than significant: 

1. Buffer helicopter pads by using ridges or other solid sound attenuating landscape features 
where available and practicable. 

2. Design helicopter flight paths to provide buffering distance from hiking trails, 
campgrounds, and areas inhabited by species of concern where necessary. 

3. Where practicable, design helicopter flight paths using terrain features that would minimize 
noise reception by sensitive receptors (i.e. fly behind ridges). 

4. Limit times of day for helicopter use to minimize impacts within and adjacent to JDSF.   
 
In addition to mitigation measures specified within the DFMP, utilize the Mendocino County 
General Plan and other existing standards as guidance in the development of mitigation will 
reduce noise impacts from timber operations within JDSF to a less than significant level (see 
Land Use section).  Logging related noise levels likely to be generated under the DFMP are 
consistent with applicable state and federal noise standards. 
 
Potential noise levels can generally be determined by considering the equipment used, time of 
use, terrain, and distance to sensitive receptors.  Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be 
as follows: 
 
Timing:    During the life of the JDSF Management Plan 
Scope:     Forest-wide 
Implementation:   the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:  the Department 
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9. Mitigation of Impacts on Recreation 
 
Mitigation 9.  For public safety, post and maintain signs around all areas closed to public access 
for timber operations that includes information defining the period of closure. In order to avoid 
conflicts between recreation uses and for public safety, post and maintain appropriate signs 
around all areas closed to hunting, trapping, and the use of firearms. Signs should be posted at 
all points where roads and trails enter such areas and, in the case of hunting restrictions, at 
legally required intervals along the perimeter of such areas. Monitoring of this mitigation 
measure shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:    During the life of the JDSF Management Plan 
Scope:     Forest-wide 
Implementation:   the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:  the Department 
 
10. Additional Mitigation of Impacts on Botanical Resources 
 
Mitigation 10A.  The first sentence of the first paragraph of the “Species of Concern” section on 
page 17 of the DFMP will be amended to read as follows: 
 

A total of 18 vertebrate and approximately 30 plant species of concern currently occur or 
may have a high probability of occurrence on Jackson Demonstration State Forest and 
are considered specifically in the management plan (Table 1). 

 
Mitigation 10B.  The first paragraph of the “Plant Species of Concern” section on page 62 of the 
DFMP will be amended to read as follows: 
 

The following Plant and Lichen Species of Concern occur on JDSF:   
• Arctostaphylos mendocinoensis, “pygmy manzanita” 
• Astragalus agnicidus, “Humboldt milkvetch” 
• Calamagrostis bolanderi, “Bolander’s reed grass” 
• Campanula californica, “swamp harebell” 
• Carex californica, “California sedge” 
• Cupressus goveniana ssp. pigmaea, “pygmy cypress” 
• Lilium maritimum, “coast lily” 
• Lycopodium clavatum, “running-pine” 
• Mitella caulescens, “leafy-stemmed mitrewort” 
• Pinus contorta ssp. bolanderi, “Bolander’s pine” 
• Usnea longissima, “long-beard lichen” 
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Mitigation 10C.  Under the “Species Protection” section on page 62 of the DFMP, a new first 
bullet will be added to read as follows:  
 

In general, the pre-project scoping process will include DFG input referencing Tables 14 
and 15 of the final EIR, Appendix 8D-1 and 8D-3, available database information from 
the California Natural Diversity Database and CNPS Inventory, and other sources of 
sensitive plant habitat and occurrence data. 

 
Mitigation 10D.  (Per CDF’s response to DFG letter comment #44) Under the “Species 
Protection” section on page 62 of the DFMP, the following will be inserted after the first 
sentence of what is currently the second (last) bullet on that page:  

Survey designs will be based on the concepts contained in the DFG Guidelines for 
Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants 
and Plant Communities (DFG 2000).  Surveys conducted as part of THP development 
will follow the practices commonly accepted by CDF and CDFG for THP review.  
Surveys for other types of projects will recognize the specific features of those projects.  
[For example, road surface maintenance and roadside brushing are ongoing activities 
that create repeated periodic disturbances, precommercial thinning typically occurs a 
few years following the more substantial disturbance of a commercial harvest, and 
shaded fuel break construction targets ground cover vegetation]. 

 
Mitigation 10E.  Under the “Species Protection” section on page 62 of the DFMP, the following 
sentence will replace the last sentence of what is currently the second (last) bullet on that page: 
 

Observations of rare, threatened or endangered plants or plant communities will be 
recorded on Field Survey Forms and copies provided to CDFG ‘s California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB).   

 
Mitigation 10F.   Under the “Species Protection” section starting on page 62 of the DFMP, the 
following will replace the first bullet at the top of page 63:  
 

When suitable habitat is present within or immediately adjacent to the project 
area, project-planning documentation will include results of surveys and a 
discussion of the efforts made to determine presence or absence of the species in 
question.  Avoidance measures and other mitigation determined to be necessary 
to avoid significant effects will be specified.  The Forest Practice Rules state 
“Where significant adverse impacts to non-listed species are identified, the RPF 
and Director shall incorporate feasible practices to reduce impacts as described in 
14 CCR §898” (14 CCR §919.4). 
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Mitigation 10G.   Under the “Species Protection” section starting on page 62 of the DFMP, the 
following will become the last bullet of that section ending on page 63:  
 

JDSF will provide for, on an as-needed basis, a sensitive plant identification-training 
program to enhance the knowledge of field personnel that may encounter sensitive plant 
resources.  

 
Mitigation 10H.  The paragraph under the “Habitat Management Practices” section on the top 
of page 63 of the DFMP will be changed to read as follows:  
 

Limited removal of species in the pygmy cypress forest may occur as a result of habitat 
development projects for the Lotis Blue Butterfly.  Prior to habitat development projects, 
rare plant surveys will be conducted according to accepted survey guidelines to address 
sensitive plant resources.  A qualified botanist will assess the appropriateness of 
removal of any sensitive plant species in relationship to fostering habitat for the growth 
of the butterfly’s host species, Lotus formosissimus.  Effectiveness monitoring will be 
conducted for any habitat management practice involving removal of plant species in 
the pygmy forest to assess the response of the forest to habitat alteration. 
 

Mitigation 10I.  The first bullet under the “Plant and Animal Species of Concern Possibly 
Present on the JDSF” section on page 68 of the DFMP will be changed to read as follows:  
 

Boschniakia hookeri “small ground cone,” Carex arcta “northern clustered 
sedge,” Carex livida “livid sedge,” Carex saliniformis “deceiving sedge,” 
Carex viridula var. viridula “green sedge,” Erythronium revolutum “coast 
fawn lily,” Fritillaria roderickii “Roderick’s fritillary,” Glyceria grandis 
“American manna grass,” Juncus supiniformis “hair-leaved rush,” 
Lasthenia macrantha ssp. bakeri “Baker’s goldfields,” Pleuropogon 
hooverianus “North Coast semaphore grass,” Rhynchospora alba “white 
beaked-rush,” Sanguisorba officinalis “great burnet,” Senecio bolanderi var. 
bolanderi “seacoast ragwort,  Sidalcea calycosa ssp. rhizomata “Point Reyes 
checkerbloom,” Sidalcea malachroides “maple-leaved checkerbloom,”  
Sidalcea malviflora ssp. purpurea “purple-stemmed checkerbloom,” 
Triquetrella californica (N/A), and Viola palustris “marsh violet.” 

 
Mitigation 10J.  The first sentence of the first paragraph of the “Guidelines for Species Surveys 
and Avoidance of Significant Impacts” section on page 69 of the DFMP will be revised to read 
as follows:  
 

JDSF will evaluate the potential for individual land management actions to have 
a significant impact on rare, threatened, or endangered species (as defined by 
Section 15380(d) of the CEQA Guidelines and/or Section 1901, Chapter 10 
(Native Plant Protection Act) and Sections 2062 and 2067 (California Endangered 
Species Act) of the California Department of Fish and Game Code). 
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Mitigation 10K.  The last sentence of the first paragraph of the “Guidelines for Species Surveys 
and Avoidance of Significant Impacts” section on page 69 of the DFMP will be revised to read 
as follows:  
 

For unlisted species identified as sensitive, but that do not meet the definition of 
rare, threatened, or endangered under the above-mentioned sections of the 
CEQA Guidelines and/or California Department of Fish and Game Code, 
evaluation and mitigation practices are likely to vary according to identified 
need, the current state of species knowledge, and through consideration of input 
provided by CDFG. 

 
Mitigation 10L.  The “Surveys” paragraph under the “Guidelines for Species Surveys and 
Avoidance of Significant Impacts” section on page 69 of the DFMP will be revised to read as 
follows: 

Survey designs will be based on the concepts contained in the DFG Guidelines for 
Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants 
and Plant Communities (DFG 2000).  Surveys conducted as part of THP development 
will follow the practices commonly accepted by CDF and CDFG for THP review.  
Surveys for other types of projects will recognize the specific features of those projects.  
[For example, road surface maintenance and roadside brushing are ongoing activities 
that create repeated periodic disturbances, precommercial thinning typically occurs a 
few years following the more substantial disturbance of a commercial harvest, and 
shaded fuel break construction targets ground cover vegetation]. 

 
Mitigation 10M.  The second sentence of the first paragraph following the Goal statement in the 
“Plant Resources” section on page 106 of the DFMP will be revised to read as follows: 
 

A qualified botanist or trained forest personnel will conduct surveys based on the 
concepts contained in the DFG Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects 
on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Plant Communities (DFG 2000) within 
project areas and areas of influence to assess plant occurrence as necessary 
(inventory/baseline monitoring). 

 
Monitoring of Mitigation Measures 10A through 10M shall be as follows: 
 
Timing:    During adoption of FMP and as part of the THP review 
Scope:     Forest-wide 
Implementation:   the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:  the Department 
 
11. Russian Gulch Mitigation 
 
In response to comments requesting additional protection for the timber stands within Russian 
Gulch, CDF will designate a research/demonstration area within the Russian Gulch watershed 
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where management practices will be used to accelerate the recruitment of late-seral forest 
conditions.  The area, consisting of approximately 450 acres, will use silvicultural stand 
management with the specific intention to accelerate the development of large trees with 
appropriate canopy closure and other habitat features to increase future marbled murrelet 
habitat.  CDF will consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department 
of Fish and Game on the development of appropriate silvicultural prescriptions to be applied in 
this area.   

The designated area for this research/demonstration effort shares a border with the Woodlands 
Special Treatment Area near Road 408, creating a potential future flyway consisting of 
contiguous late-seral forest habitat. 
 
Monitoring of this mitigation measure shall be as follows: 
 

Timing:  During adoption of FMP and during the life of the JDSF 
Management Plan  

Scope:      Russian Gulch watershed 
Implementation Responsibility:  the Department 
Monitoring Responsibility:   the Department 
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Section VIII 

Summary of Corrections to the DEIR 
 
Chain fern (Woodwardia fimbriata) and deer fern (Blechnum spicant) are found in moister 
microsites and are not common enough to include in the Series description on page 129 of the 
DEIR; therefore the first paragraph in the Redwood Series description should not include chain 
fern (Woodwardia fimbriata) and deer fern (Blechnum spicant). 
 
According to Teresa Scholars of College of the Redwoods (Public Comment Letter TS-105), vine 
maple does not occur on JDSF.  The first paragraph in the Red Alder Series (page 131 of the 
DEIR), second-to-last sentence should not include vine maple (Acer circinatum).   
 
According to CDF personnel, Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensi) should not be included in first 
paragraph, second sentence of the Red Alder Series (page 131 of the DEIR). 
 
It is true that Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) is planted as an ornamental in Mendocino County.  
CDF personnel recently communicated that the experimental plantings of Monterey pine are 
not believed to have spread or naturalized enough to be considered part of the Bishop pine 
community.  The first paragraph in the Bishop Pine Series (page 133 of the DEIR), should not 
include, Monterey pine (Pinus radiata).   
 
Section 6.2.1, on page 134, “Invasive Exotic Species” of the DEIR should include the following: 

 
Invasive exotic species can cause negative impacts to native species assemblages and can 
greatly impact native diversity.  Rare native plant species that are associated with forest 
clearings are especially vulnerable to displacement by exotic invasives.  Such rare plants 
include Humboldt milk-vetch (Astragalus agnicidus), Bolander's reed grass (Calamagrostis 
bolanderi), and maple-leaved checkerbloom (Sidalcea malachroides). 
 
There are currently five species of invasive exotic plants that occur in substantial 
frequency across the JDSF.  All are on the California Exotic Pest Plant Council (CalEPPC) 
List A-1 (the most-invasive wildland pest plants with widespread occurrence).  These 
are pampas grass (Cortaderia jubata), Scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius), French broom 
(Genista monspessulana), yellow star-thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), and Tasmanian blue-
gum (Eucalyptus globosus). 
 
Additional List A-1 species that occur on JDSF and have the potential to become more 
invasive on the Forest are Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), gorse (Ulex europaea), 
English ivy (Hedera helix), wild fennel (Foeniculum vulgare) and tamarisk (Tamarix spp.).  
Gorse occurrence is currently limited to the Western WWAA.  Another List A-1 plant, 
Cape-ivy (Senecio mikanioides), is known to be located in two isolated places within JDSF. 
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All of the above-listed A-1 species are widespread throughout much of California (with 
pampas grass and Cape-ivy restricted primarily to the coastal regions); all thrive in 
disturbed habitats.  The various roads and skid trails, forest openings, and other 
ground-disturbed areas provide habitat for further infestation by invasive species. 

 
List A-2 (the most invasive wildland pest plants in regional areas) plants known on JDSF 
are cotoneaster (Cotoneaster spp.) and pennyroyal (Mentha pulegium).  Both occur with 
enough frequency to become a problem on the Forest. 

 
Beginning in DEIR Section 6.2.1 on page 134, the following species should be included 
alphabetically among the existing species accounts in this section: 
 

Cotoneaster spp.--cotoneaster.  Native to China, cotoneaster is a popular shrub or small 
tree in local landscaping.  This member of the rose family (Rosaceae) has small pink to 
white flowers producing heavy crops of bright orange to red berries, which are 
attractive to birds and wildlife. C. franchetti has escaped into our coastal forests, where it 
readily becomes naturalized.  Spreading rapidly by seed and root sprouts, it becomes a 
problem by displacing native shrubs  (Pickart and Eicher 2000).  Rosatti (in Hickman 
1996) reports C. pannosa as also occurring in mixed-evergreen forests of the region. The 
CalEPPC List A-2 also registers Cotoneaster lacteus as occurring in many coastal plant 
communities. Additional Cotoneaster species, in general, are included by CalEPPC on 
its List of Exotic Pest Plants of Greatest Ecological Concern that Need More Information. 

 
Cotoneaster is common in the region, and frequently observed on JDSF (Public 
Comment Letter TS-105). 

 
Foeniculum vulgare--wild fennel.  Wild fennel is in the carrot family (Apiaceae).  Native 
to southern Europe, wild fennel is widely escaped from cultivation in the Western 
Hemisphere, and is locally abundant and invasive (Hickman 1996). Wild fennel is 
perennial, with flower stalks growing to more that 3 m tall.  It smells strongly of licorice 
or anise. Wild fennel invades roadsides and disturbed sites where it out-competes native 
plants.  This List A-1 weed spreads by seed, and persists because of its strong taproot.  
By comparison, the cultivated garden herb, fennel (Foeniculum dulce), is classified as non-
invasive by CalEPPC. 

 
T. Sholars (Public Comment Letter TS-105) has observed wild fennel occurrence on the 
Forest, and considers it to have the potential to become a problem there.    

 
Hedera helix--English ivy.  English ivy is a shiny-leaved, woody vine belonging to the 
ginseng family (Araliaceae).  Palmately-lobed leaves are borne on juvenile stems, while 
those on mature stems are generally entire.  Native to Eurasia, this plant was introduced 
to North America by early European settlers (Hickman, 1993). English ivy is usually first 
established in a disturbed site, then aggressively spreads to the surrounding forest by 
vegetative growth as well as by seed from its black berries. There are no natural controls 
for English ivy. The vines grow along the ground engulfing and smothering all shrubs, 
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grasses, and forbs by its overgrowth.  The vines attach to trunks of larger shrubs and 
trees by aerial rootlets, and continue to grow upwards reaching for sunlight.  The woody 
vines encircle tree trunks, inhibiting tree growth and vigor.  The ivy vines also spread 
over the branches and foliage of the tree canopy.  Native plant life becomes smothered 
and dies beneath the dense growth of English ivy.  Such habitats are commonly alluded 
to as "ivy deserts.”  

 
English ivy is known to occur in the region and on the forest; and can be a serious forest 
pest (especially in riparian areas) where it can out-compete, overgrow, and kill the 
understory plants, as well as the trees, of the forest canopy. 

 
Mentha pulegium--pennyroyal.  Pennyroyal, a member of the mint family (Lamiaceae), 
has upright to trailing stems producing relatively short flowering spikes (up to one foot 
or taller) with lavender-colored flowers arranged in progressively larger globular flower 
heads down the stalk.  All parts of the plant have a strong characteristic minty odor. 

 
It has invaded local wetlands and moist areas along roadsides and ditches.  Because of 
the many resprouts from its rhizomes (underground stems), this species can form dense, 
impenetrable mats that choke out native plants (Pickart and Eicher 2000).  T. Sholars 
(Public Comment Letter TS-105) reports that pennyroyal occurs with enough frequency 
in JDSF to pose a threat in favorable sites.    

 
Tamarix spp.--tamarisk or salt cedar.  Tamarisk is in its own family, the Tamaricaceae.  It 
is a shrub or tree with minute leaves and flowers. Wilken (in Hickman 1996) reports two 
species of tamarisk that occur regionally: T. parviflora from southeastern Europe (< 5 m 
tall), and the less common T. gallica that is native to southern Europe (< 8 m tall). Using a 
hand lens, the two can be readily differentiated by their floral parts that are in 4's and 
5's, respectively. Tamarisk prefers sunny sites with good soil drainage.  Both species can 
be found in washes and along roadsides (T. gallica less commonly.  T. parviflora is also 
found on slopes and sand dunes, while T. gallica prefers flats).  Tamarisk is used 
horticulturally for windbreaks and is planted as an ornamental.  It readily escapes into 
wildlands, where the deep roots lower the water table to out-compete shallow rooted 
natives. 

 
Known to occur on JDSF (Public Comment Letter TS-105), tamarisk potentially could 
become invasive. 

 
The following corresponding reference should be added to the references section of the DEIR: 
 

Pickart, A. and A. Eicher.  (2000).  Invasive Weeds of Humboldt County: A Guide for 
Concerned Citizens.  14 pages Arcata: Bug Press. 
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[Per Response to Comment 105.3]  Section 6.2.1, on Page 136, “Invasive Exotic Species” of the 
DEIR should include the following species: 
 

Rubus discolor--Himalayan blackberry.  Himalayan blackberry is a robust, evergreen, 
arched bramble in the rose family (Rosaceae).  Its brambles can grow to 3 meters tall 
(Munz and Keck 1959).  Stems are 5-angled, 5 to 15 mm in diameter, and contain many 
prickles (Hickman 1993).  Leaves are compound (often with five leaflets but sometimes 
three), sharply toothed, and white below.  Inflorescences are many-flowered panicles of 
white to pink flowers.  Fruits are shiny black drupelets clustered in an oblong shape 
(Hickman 1993, Munz and Keck 1959).  Plants inhabit a variety of disturbed habitats at 
less than 1,600 meters in elevation and are native to Eurasia (Hickman 1993).  
Apparently, rats favor them for food and shelter. 

 
The common occurrence of Himalayan blackberry within some areas of the JDSF (DFG 
comments on JDSF DEIR, and Public Comment Letter TS-105) indicates that it can 
spread readily on the Forest.  This species has the potential to spread primarily to areas 
that are near existing concentrations and where openings are maintained for a sustained 
period of time. 

 
The following should be included in Appendix 8D-3 of the DEIR: 

• Add Gentiana setigera “Mendocino gentian,” CNPS list 1B, RED 3-2-2, State None, 
Federal None, Decision and Rationale: Watch for (Lower Montane Coniferous 
Forest and Meadows/mesic in northern Mendocino and Del Norte Cos.; public 
comment letter TS)- 

• Add Howellia aquatilis “water howellia,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-2-1, State None, 
Federal FT, Decision and Rationale: Watch for (freshwater marshes and swamps 
in northeastern Mendocino Co.; public comment letter TS)- 

• Change the Decision and Rationale row for Microseris borealis to state: “Watch 
for Bogs and Fens, Lower Montane Coniferous Forest, Meadows.”  

 
Occurrences of murrelets in Mendocino County and in the vicinity of JDSF have been updated 
with the following information and should be added to the end of third paragraph on page 248 
of the DEIR:    
 

Birds have also been detected at Alder Creek, Admiral Stanley State Park, Branscomb 
reserve, Big River, Greenwood Creek, Gualala River, and Garcia River (J. Stein pers. 
comm in K. Nelson’s Comment dated July 15, 2002; comment SN-200).  No specific 
information, such as observer, survey type, dates, numbers and type of detections, etc., 
was provided. 
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[Per Response 236.6A]  The Plant Species of Concern list (page 143 of the DEIR) should be 
revised to read as follows:  

 
Plant and Lichen Species of Concern 

• Arctostaphylos mendocinoensis, “pygmy manzanita” 
• Astragalus agnicidus, “Humboldt milkvetch” 
• Calamagrostis bolanderi, “Bolander’s reed grass” 
• Campanula californica, “swamp harebell” 
• Carex californica, “California sedge” 
• Cupressus goveniana ssp. pigmaea, “pygmy cypress” 
• Lilium maritimum, “coast lily” 
• Lycopodium clavatum, “running-pine” 
• Mitella caulescens, “leafy-stemmed mitrewort” 
• Pinus contorta ssp. bolanderi, “Bolander’s pine” 
• Usnea longissima, “long-beard lichen” 

[Per Response 236.6B]  The Decision and Rationale column in Appendix 8D-3 of the DEIR for 
the Lycopodium clavatum row should read: “Known.”   

[Per Response 236.6D]  The scoping, survey, and mitigation process should allow for inclusion 
of species that are not on Table 14, so addition and removal of sensitive species to and from 
Table 14 should not affect protection of sensitive species.  After reviewing DFG’s comments and 
available habitat information, CDF concurs that it is reasonable to remove the above-mentioned 
species from Table 14.  Table 14 of the DEIR will have the following species removed based on 
best available current knowledge of the species range and likely habitat: Arenaria paludicola 
“marsh sandwort,” Castilleja mendocinensis “Mendocino coast Indian paintbrush,” Horkelia 
marinensis “Point Reyes horkelia,” Limnanthes bakeri “Baker’s meadowfoam,” Navarretia 
leucocephala ssp. bakeri “Baker’s navarretia,” and Phacelia insularis var. continentis “North Coast 
phacelia.”  Of the above, only Castilleja mendocinensis and Horkelia marinensis are in the DFMP 
list.  Limnanthes bakeri was mistakenly listed in Table 14 but was listed in Table 15 as 
“Unlikely.”  

In Appendix 8D-1 of the DEIR, the following species descriptions should not be included: 
Arenaria paludicola “marsh sandwort,” Castilleja mendocinensis “Mendocino coast Indian 
paintbrush,” Horkelia marinensis “Point Reyes horkelia,” Navarretia leucocephala ssp. bakeri 
“Baker’s navarretia,” and Phacelia insularis var. continentis “North Coast phacelia.”  Limnanthes 
bakeri was not included in Appendix 8D-1. 

The Decision and Rationale column of Appendix 8D-3 should include the following: 

• (Arenaria paludicola) “Unlikely (misidentification for Mendocino Co., according to 
DFG comments for the DEIR)” 

• (Horkelia marinensis) “Unlikely (coastal dunes, coastal prairie, coastal scrub/sandy)” 
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• (Navarretia leucocephala ssp. bakeri) “Watch for (meadows, valley and foothill 
grassland)” 

• (Phacelia insularis var. continentis) “Unlikely (coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, sandy 
soils, and bluffs)” 

• Note that no change is needed for the Decision and Rationale for excluding Castilleja 
mendocinensis and Limnanthes bakeri from Table 14; they are already listed as 
“unlikely.” 

[Per Response 236.6E]  Table 14 should be titled, “SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND LICHEN 
SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL OCCURRENCES WITHIN JDSF” and should include long-beard 
lichen.  Table 14 of the DEIR should include the following: 

• Boschniakia hookeri “small groundcone,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, Federal 
None 

• Glyceria grandis “American manna grass,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, 
Federal None 

• Usnea longissima “long-beard lichen,” CNPS None, RED None, State None, Federal 
None 

An extra sentence should be inserted in the DEIR just after Table 14 that discussed the ranking 
that qualifies this lichen to be considered sensitive.  The sentence in the DEIR should state:  

Usnea longissima is considered a sensitive lichen due to a Global Rank of G3 (21-100 
element occurrences OR 3,000-10,000 individuals OR 10,000-50,000 acres) and a State 
Rank of S2.1 (6-20 element occurrences OR 1,000-3,000 individuals OR 2,000-10,000 acres; 
very threatened) as listed in DFG’s Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List 
(Natural Diversity Database July 2002). 

Appendix 8D-1 should be titled, “Species descriptions for rare, threatened, endangered, and 
sensitive plant and lichen species potentially occurring on JDSF.”   

The following species should be included in Appendix 8D-3 of the DEIR: 

• Boschniakia hookeri “small groundcone,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, Federal 
None, Decision and Rationale: Likely (recent detection in coastal forest in Mendocino 
Co. according to DFG comments for the DEIR) 

• Glyceria grandis “American manna grass,” CNPS list 2, RED 3-1-1, State None, 
Federal None, Decision and Rationale: Likely (forested riparian areas and wetlands) 

• Usnea longissima “long-beard lichen,” CNPS None, RED None, State None, Federal 
None, Decision and Rationale: Known (recent detection on JDSF by DFG 
Environmental Scientist Ms. Clare Golec) 
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[Per Response 236.6F]  According to DFG comments, the following “Angelica lucida, Antirrhinum 
virga, Asclepias solanoana, Astragalus breweri, Calystegia collina ssp. oxyphylla, Clarkia gracilis ssp. 
tracyi, Cypripedium californicum, Eriogonum strictum var. greenei, Eriogonum umbellatum var. 
bahiiforme, Eschscholzia hypecoides, Gilia sinistra ssp. pinnatisecta, Glehnia littoralis ssp. leiocarpa, 
Hackelia amethystine, Linanthus rattanii, Lomatium engelmannii, Melica spectabilis, Mimulus nudatus, 
Navarretia cotulifolia, Navarretia subuligera, Orobanche valida ssp. howellii, Silene campanulata ssp. 
campanulata, Stellaria littoralis, Streptanthus barbiger, Streptanthus drepanoides.” are not likely to 
occur on JDSF.  Table 15 should not  include the above species. 

[Per Response 236.6G] Two “CNPS List 3” species that were included in Appendix 8D-3 should 
be included in Table 15, as follows: 

• Cardamine pachystigma var. dissectifolia, Common Name: dissected-leaved toothwort, 
Family: Brassicaceae 

• Hemizonia congesta ssp. leucocephala, Common Name: Hayfield tarplant, Family: 
Asteraceae 

Table 15 should be titled, “Table 15: CNPS List 3 and 4 species that may potentially occur 
within JDSF.”  No other “CNPS List 3” species, except the above two, resulted from the query of 
the CNPS Inventory for the project and adjacent quadrangles.  However, DFG indicates that the 
following additional List 3 plant specie has the potential to occur on JDSF (Pers. Com CDFG 
September 3, 2002):  Erigeron biolettii, common name: streamside daisy. 

Other List 3 species may also potentially occur on the JDSF based on habitat requirements.  
Sensitive plant species that are not listed in Table 14 or Table 15, but that have the potential to 
occur on JDSF, will be addressed through the adaptive nature of the proposed scoping, survey, 
and mitigation process with input from DFG. 

With the addition of List 3 species to Table 15, it is appropriate to add text to the paragraph 
before Table 15 to incorporate List 3 species into the scoping process.  The paragraph before 
Table 15 (found on page 138 of the DEIR) should include the following sentence, “In addition, 
species that are listed by CNPS as plants about which we need more information (List 3) and 
plants of unlimited distribution (List 4) should be considered during scoping.” 

[Per Response 236.6H]  As with Table 14, Table 15 should contain species that are likely to occur 
on the JDSF and exclude species that are not as likely to occur.  Therefore, based on DFG’s 
comments and recommendations, Table 15 of the DEIR should not include the following 
species: 

Angelica lucida, Antirrhinum virga, Asclepias solanoana, Astragalus breweri,, Calystegia collina 
ssp. oxyphylla, Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi, Cypripedium californicum, Eriogonum strictum var. 
greenei, Eriogonum umbellatum var. bahiiforme, Eschscholzia hypecoides, Gilia sinistra ssp. 
pinnatisecta, Glehnia littoralis ssp. leiocarpa, Hackelia amethystine, Linanthus rattanii,  
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Lomatium engelmannii, Melica spectabilis, Mimulus nudatus, Navarretia cotulifolia, Navarretia 
subuligera, Orobanche valida ssp. howellii, Silene campanulata ssp. campanulata, Stellaria 
littoralis, Streptanthus barbiger, Streptanthus drepanoides. 

[Per Response 236.6I]  In the DEIR, the second sentence of the Federal and State-listed Plant 
Species paragraph (on page 139 of the DEIR) should read, “Five additional plant species are 
considered by the State of California to be endangered or rare.”  The following sentence should 
also be included in that paragraph:  North Coast semaphore grass (Pleuropogon hooverianus) is 
a state listed rare species and is a candidate for state listed endangered. 

To clarify the DEIR, the last sentence in the Scoping section (page 145 of the DEIR) should 
include the following:  

In general, the pre-project scoping process will include DFG input referencing Tables 14 
and 15 of the EIR, Appendix 8D-1 and 8D-3, available database information from the 
California Natural Diversity Database and CNPS Inventory , and other sources of 
sensitive plant habitat and occurrence data. 

The Decision and Rationale column of Appendix 8D-3 in the DEIR should include: Erigeron 
supplex “Watch for in coastal prairie/coastal bluff scrub”(according to GJ-236) 

[Per Response 236.10A]  To clarify that pygmy forests can be considered wetlands, the following 
should be the second-to-last sentence in the fourth paragraph on page 128 of the DEIR:  
Swamps (tree-dominated areas, such as on portions of alluvial redwood floodplains) and 
pygmy forests, can also constitute as wetlands, depending on site conditions.  In the same 
respect, the following should be the second-to-last sentence in the Wetlands section (page 211, 
section 6.5.1 Setting, second paragraph) of the DEIR: It is likely that some poorly drained areas 
in the pygmy forest also meet wetland criteria.  This sentence is a direct quote from page 15 of 
the DFMP’s Wetlands section. 

[Per Response 236.10B]  To incorporate ideas that increase awareness of the sensitive nature of 
the Pygmy Cypress Series, page 132 of the DEIR should state:  

• Mendocino pygmy forest, a unique ecological system recognized by the California 
Natural Diversity Database as a sensitive plant community type, occurs only in 
coastal Mendocino County.  

• Pygmy cypress (Cupressus goveniana ssp. pygmyaea) is a common component in the 
canopy for Pygmy Cypress Series (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995)/pygmy forest 
(Jenny et al. 1969) and is a CNPS list 1B species 

• Shrub species are common and can include hairy manzanita (Arctostaphylos 
columbiana), pygmy manzanita (Arctostaphylos mendocinensis; a CNPS list 1B species) 

• The herbaceous layer can also include two CNPS list 1B species, swamp harebell 
(Campanula californica) and coast lily (Lilium maritimum). 
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• It is likely that some poorly drained areas in the pygmy forest also meet wetland 
criteria.”  As mentioned above, this sentence is a direct quote from page 15 of the 
DFMP. 

[Per Response 236.10C] To clarify that running-pine (Lycopodium clavatum) is not limited to 
seeps and microsites, page 134 of the DEIR, the applicable section should read as follows: Some 
sensitive plant species, such as pygmy manzanita, show a great affinity to the pygmy forest, 
while others, such as swamp harebell, can be found in both pygmy forests and less site-specific 
habitats.  The remaining sentences in this same paragraph should read:  

The restrictions on activities in WLPZs will provide a measure of protection to some 
species that are generally restricted to riparian areas or wetlands, such as livid sedge.  
Some species, such as coast fawn-lily and running-pine, are forest generalists and would 
not necessarily be protected by WLPZ SCAs.  Forest openings also provide potential 
habitat for the endangered Humboldt milkvetch (Astragalus agnicidus). 

[Per Response 236.10D] To clarify potential concerns as to how the CNPS lists are compiled and 
why they should be incorporated into the scoping, survey, and mitigation process, the 
following text should be included after the last sentence of the paragraph on page 138 of the 
DEIR:  

The CNPS lists are developed through a formal review process involving a scientific 
advisory committee composed of noted academic, professional, and amateur botanists 
across the state.  The scientific advisory committee reviews the best available data to 
compile rare, endangered, threatened, and uncommon plant lists.  CDFG currently 
accepts the premise that placement of plants on CNPS lists 1A, 1B and 2 provides a fair 
argument that they qualify as rare, endangered or threatened under Section 15380(d) of 
CEQA (CDFG, comments on DEIR, 2002). 

[Per Response 236.10E] The following should be included in the last sentence in the NPPA 
paragraph (page 140 of the DEIR): 

 
Other management activities may not be exempted from Fish and Game Code Section 
1911 (Fish and Game Code Section 1913).  Regardless of the exemption allowed to THPs 
under Fish and Game Code Section 1913, it is the stated intent of JDSF to address 
sensitive plants and their habitats on a project basis through scoping in consultation 
with DFG, surveys according to appropriate survey guidelines where indicated by the 
results of scoping, assessment of potential impacts, and avoidance or mitigation to 
reduce impacts to level less than significant. 

 
[Per Response 236.10F]  The following should be inserted after the second sentence in the CEQA 
paragraph for the final EIR (page 140 in the DEIR): 
 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b) provides the criteria for Endangered, Rare and 
Threatened species. Section 15380(d) states that species that are not on state or federal 
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lists, but that meet the criteria in subsection (b) of Section 15380, “shall nevertheless be 
considered to be endangered, rare, or threatened.” CNPS List 1A, 1B, and 2 plant species 
will be initially presumed to meet these criteria, subject to review and reassessment 
during scoping.  Additionally, under Section 15380, a species will be considered 
Endangered, Rare or Threatened if it is listed as such under the California or Federal 
Endangered Species Act and species designated as candidates for listing by the Fish and 
Game Commission under the CESA are also “presumed to be endangered, rare or 
threatened.”  The California ESA presumes that candidate species meet the criteria for 
listing as Endangered, Rare, or Threatened. 

[Per Response 236.10G]  To incorporate specific survey protocol and address the goals of 
adaptive management and of inventory stated for the JDSF, the following should be included 
on pages 143 and 144 after the first sentence in the paragraph in the DEIR:  

Survey designs will be based on the concepts contained in the DFG Guidelines for 
Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants 
and Plant Communities (DFG 2000).  Surveys conducted as part of THP development 
will follow the practices commonly accepted by CDF and CDFG for THP review.  
Surveys for other types of projects will recognize the specific features of those projects.  
[For example, road surface maintenance and roadside brushing are ongoing activities 
that create repeated periodic disturbances, precommercial thinning typically occurs a 
few years following the more substantial disturbance of a commercial harvest, and 
shaded fuel break construction targets ground cover vegetation]. 

That paragraph should also include:  Observations of rare, threatened or endangered plants or 
plant communities will be recorded on Field Survey Forms and copies provided to CDFG ‘s 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) 

To clarify and maintain consistent language regarding the need for pre-project botanical 
assessment, in the EIR, the phrase “As resources allow” is removed from the first sentence of 
the last paragraph in the “Plant Species of Concern Possibly Present on JDSF” section (page 144 
of the DEIR).  This will not significantly alter the intent of the EIR. The stated phrase is also part 
of a sentence under the “Plant and Animal Species of Concern Possibly Present on JDSF” 
section in the Management Plan (page 68 of the DFMP) that is presented for a variety of 
sensitive plant and animal species.  It is appropriate to leave the phrase intact in the 
Management Plan while removing the phrase in the portion of the EIR that discusses pre-
project assessments for sensitive plant species. 

Additionally, the paragraph under the “Surveys” section of the DEIR should reflect the 
clarification that currently-accepted survey protocol should be used as guidance in formulation 
of survey (page 145 of the DEIR), as follows:  

 
When suitable habitat is present within or immediately adjacent to the project 
area, project-planning documentation will include surveys based on the concepts 
contained in  
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the DFG Guidelines, and a discussion of the efforts made to determine presence 
or absence of the species in question.  An assessment area that extends beyond 
the boundaries of the planned activity may also be required for some species.  

 
[Per Response 236.10H] The paragraph regarding Habitat Management Practices (page 144 of 
the DEIR) should read: 
 

Limited removal of species in the pygmy cypress forest may occur as a result of habitat 
development projects for the Lotis blue butterfly.  Prior to habitat development projects, 
rare plant surveys will be conducted according to accepted survey guidelines (see 
previous section) to address sensitive plant resources.  A qualified botanist will assess 
the appropriateness of removal of any sensitive plant species in relationship to fostering 
habitat for the growth of the butterfly’s host species, Lotus formosissimus.  Effectiveness 
monitoring will be conducted for any habitat management practice involving removal of 
plant species in the pygmy forest to assess the response of the forest to habitat alteration. 

 
[Per Response 236.10I] To clarify the treatment of (rare, threatened, and endangered) unlisted 
species, the first sentence in the Guidelines for Species Surveys and Avoidance of Significant 
Impacts section (on page 144 of the DEIR) should read:  
 

The DFMP includes guidelines for pre-project scoping, surveying, and mitigation 
development. These guidelines are included below.  Rare, threatened and endangered 
species, as defined by Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines, will be addressed during 
the scoping, surveying, and mitigation-development processes.  For species that do not 
meet the Section 15380 definitions of a rare, threatened, or endangered species but that 
are CNPS list 3 or 4 species, evaluation, scoping and mitigation practices are likely to 
vary according to identified need, the current state of species knowledge, and 
consideration of input provided by CDFG through the scoping process. 

The Guidelines for Species Surveys and Avoidance of Significant Impacts section should not 
include the bulleted sections titled “Listed Species” and “Unlisted Species” on page 144 of the 
DEIR.  The sentence at the end of the “Listed Species” bullet that states, “An assessment area 
that extends beyond the boundaries of the planned activity may also be required for some 
species” should be included in the Survey section (on page 145 of the DEIR). 

[Per Response 236.10J]  The paragraph under the California Forest Practice Rules (page 145 of 
the DEIR) should include the following sentence:  

 
The FPR state “Where significant adverse impacts to non-listed species are 
identified, the RPF and Director shall incorporate feasible practices to reduce 
impacts as described in 14 CCR 898.” (Sections 919.4, 939.4, and 959.4 of the 
California Forest Practice Rules, 2002). 
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[Per Response 236.10K] The last two sentences in the Impacts introductory paragraph (page 146 
of the DEIR) should read:  

 
An intensive inventory of the botanical resources has not been conducted on 
JDSF; inventory is planned to occur on a project-by-project basis through surveys 
patterned after currently accepted protocol.  Potential impacts to botanical 
resources will be addressed at the project implementation level through pre-
survey scoping in consultation with DFG, surveys, and development of measures 
that avoid or mitigate impacts to sensitive plant species. 

The Impact 3 and 4 sections (pages 146 and 147 of the DEIR) provide quantification of species 
that show great affinity to the pygmy forest or SCA’s, which species show Mendocino County 
as the end of their range, and which are known from only this county.  To clarify, the number of 
species in each category should not be included.  The fourth sentence in the first paragraph at 
the top of page 147 of the DEIR (that discusses sensitive species that are protected by default of 
habitat preference) should read: Some sensitive plant species, such as pygmy manzanita, show a 
great affinity to the pygmy forest, while others, such as swamp harebell, can be found in both 
pygmy forests and less site-specific habitats.  The remaining sentences in this same paragraph 
should read:   

The WLPZs will provide a measure of protection to some species that are generally 
found in riparian areas or wetlands, such as livid sedge.  Some species, such as coast 
fawn-lily and running-pine, are forest generalists and would not necessarily be 
protected by SCAs. 

 
 In the first paragraph in the Impact 4 section on page 147 of the DEIR, the second and third 
sentences should read:  

 
Some species, such as Humboldt milkvetch, that have the potential to occur on 
the JDSF are at the end of their range in Mendocino County, and some, including 
pygmy manzanita and pygmy cypress, are only known from Mendocino County. 

The Impact 3 and 4 sections (pages 146 and 147 of the DEIR) are not specific as to which 
sensitive plant species will be addressed during the scoping, survey, and mitigation 
development processes.  The last paragraph of the Impact 4 section (page 147 of the DEIR) 
should read as follows:  

 
As discussed above, JDSF has committed to completing a scoping process, 
including rare plant surveys as necessary, on a management activity or project 
basis to determine if the management activity or project has the potential to 
significantly impact a listed or unlisted species that meets the definition of rare, 
threatened, or endangered under CEQA Guidelines or California Fish and Game 
Code.  JDSF has also committed to developing mitigation measures for the 



Section VIII 
Summary of Corrections to the DEIR 

 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc VIII-13  

protection of endangered, rare, or threatened plants (as defined previously) and 
potential habitat if they are identified. 

The results of the CNDDB query completed in preparation of this document (see page 225 of 
the DEIR) did not indicate that murrelets occur in the vicinity of Russian Gulch State Park.  
However, based on the new information provided in the comments to the DEIR and through 
discussion with Rene Pasquinelli (Senior Park Ecologist) of the Russian Gulch State Park, the 
language of the first paragraph on page 248 was incomplete.  The following paragraph presents 
additional information to that portion of the DEIR and should be included:   
 

There have been numerous inland detections near JDSF.  The first detection was 
in Russian Gulch State Park in 1976 (Paton and Ralph 1988), and the second 
detection was apparently 1km (0.6mi.) east of the town of Mendocino in 1988 (F. 
Sharpe, personal communication, as cited in Paton and Ralph 1988).  According 
to Rene Pasquinelli (Personal communication), surveys completed annually over 
the last five years within Russian Gulch State Park have detected numerous 
murrelets flying up the Russian Gulch drainage, including “occupied behavior” 
type observations.  Although no nest trees have been identified, this information 
suggests that murrelets are nesting in the Russian Gulch State Park. 

 
Additionally, the following sentence adds to the information contained in the second paragraph 
on page 248 of the DEIR:  “However, potential murrelet habitat was identified by Ken Hoffman 
(USFWS) on former G-P lands in the vicinity of the Mendocino Woodlands Recreation Area (R. 
Pasquinelli, Personal Communication).” 
 
The DEIR presents information on the existing conditions of JDSF in relation to Marbled 
Murrelet (MAMU) presence and potential habitat that may support MAMU.  A discussion 
regarding the decline of murrelets and their habitat in the region is also included.  A discussion 
on the current regulatory framework is provided indicating that USFWS must be consulted 
where it is likely that a project could affect federally listed species.  For the purpose of 
clarification, the DEIR should also have stated that the consultation with DFG is required.  
 
The next to last paragraph on DEIR page 109 should read as follows to maintain consistency 
between the documents: 
 

JDSF contains approximately 7,440 acres of riparian zone within 150 feet and 100 feet of 
Class I and Class II watercourses respectively.  Of these approximately:  

• 22% are in CWHR size class 6 [multi-storied with a Quadratic Mean Diameter 
(QMD) >24 inches DBH]; 

• 41% are in CWHR size class 5 (QMD >24 inches DBH); 
• 22% are in CWHR 4 (QMD 11-24 inches DBH); 
• 11% are in CWHR 3 (QMD 6-11 inches DBH); 
• 3% are in CWHR size classes 2 (QMD 1-6 inches DBH); 
• <1% is in CWHR size classes 1 (QMD <1 inch DBH) and 
• 1% is in pygmy forest, grass, and brush.  
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 CWHR 5 and 6 stands, which compose 71% of Class I and 57% of Class II watercourse WLPZ 
vegetation types, are many times considered representative of late successional habitat (see 
Section VII-6.6: Wildlife).      

 
There are 9,680 acres of special concern areas that will be managed to develop late seral 
characteristics.  This acreage represents the area within the following special concern areas:  

• old growth groves (459 acres),  
• late seral development areas (780 acres) 
• Woodlands Special Treatment Area (2,241 acres (2,511 acres minus the 270 acres of 

the Railroad Gulch study)), and  
• Class I and II WLPZ (6,200 of the total 7,440 WLPZ acres that do not overlap other 

late seral development areas). 
 
Paragraph 2 on page 107 should include the wording, “The California Department of Fish and 
Game has conducted a status review of coho salmon in the California Central Coast 
Evolutionarily Significant Unit and has recommended the species be listed as endangered under 
CESA.”   
 
The following passage supercedes the first paragraph of DEIR Appendix 8C, page 16: 
 

Gallagher (2002) reported the results of the 2000-2001 spawner surveys and 
generated adult coho salmon and steelhead population estimates using two 
different methods.  The steelhead redd-based estimate ranged from 258(+7) to 
583 (+16) with an Area Under the Curve (AUC) estimate of 127-416.  The redd-
based coho population was estimated to be 555 (+16) with the AUC estimate 
being 592.  Almost twice as many steelhead redds and many more times coho 
redds were observed during 2000-2001 surveys than the 2000 period (Gallagher 
2002).  This was attributed to the Gallagher (2000) surveys not starting until late-
February and not being able to survey the entire river (Gallagher 2002). 

 
To correct the text in Appendix 8B, page 11, and in order to be consistent with page 122 of the 
DEIR, the following language should be included in the Appendix: 
 

Fish populations can be extirpated from watercourses and watersheds if 
conditions degrade to a point the stocks are no longer self-sustainable. However, 
nearly two-thirds of the entire land base within the JDSF was clear-cut and 
burned prior to the introduction of the modern FPRs.  Historic activities included 
massive broadcast burning, road construction and log skidding in watercourses, 
splash damming, stream clearing, and complete removal of riparian canopy.  No 
effort was made to protect fish stocks at that time and populations did suffer. 
During the first season of operation the Noyo River egg taking station recorded a 
1962-1963 coho run of 1,191 adults and 2,501 grilse.  This indicates fish 
populations were able to maintain viability, albeit at low numbers, through that 
unregulated logging period.  The potential effects to fish populations and aquatic 
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communities from each alternative are significantly less than pre-modern FPR 
operations. 

 
To clarify the last paragraph in the DEIR for the Humboldt milkvetch species description in 
Appendix 8D-1, the following paragraph supercedes the first four sentences in the paragraph: 
 

Current population and trend for Humboldt milk-vetch are declining (CDFG 
2000a).  Monitoring of population trend has occurred for the population on the 
private ranch south of Miranda in Humboldt County, but no formal monitoring 
has been conducted for the populations on the JDSF.  JDSF staff has, however, 
made numerous informal observations of the population for several years. 

 
The results of the CNDDB query completed in preparation of this document (see page 225 of 
the DEIR) did not indicate that murrelets occur in the vicinity of Russian Gulch State Park.  
However, based on the information provided in comments on the DEIR and through 
subsequent discussion with Rene Pasquinelli (Senior Park Ecologist) of the Russian Gulch State 
Park, the language of the first paragraph on page 248 of the DEIR should read as follows:   
 

There have been numerous inland detections near JDSF.  The first detection was 
in Russian Gulch State Park in 1976 (Paton and Ralph 1988), and the second 
detection was apparently 1km (0.6mi.) east of the town of Mendocino in 1988 (F. 
Sharpe, personal communication, as cited in Paton and Ralph 1988).  According 
to Rene Pasquinelli (Personal communication), surveys completed annually over 
the last five years within Russian Gulch State Park have detected numerous 
murrelets flying up the Russian Gulch drainage, including “occupied behavior” 
type observations.  Although no nest trees have been identified, this information 
suggests that murrelets are nesting in the Russian Gulch State Park. 

 
A sentence should be added to the end of the second paragraph on page 248 of the DEIR to read 
as follows:  However, potential murrelet habitat was identified by Ken Hoffman (USFWS) on 
former G-P lands in the vicinity of the Mendocino Woodlands Recreation Area (R. Pasquinelli, 
Personal Communication). 
 
The last sentence in the Scoping section (page 145 of the DEIR) should read:  

To be thorough, the pre-project scoping process will include referencing Tables 
14 and 15 of the final EIR, Appendix 8D-1 and 8D-3, available database 
information from the CNPS Inventory and California Natural Diversity 
Database, and any other sources of sensitive plant habitat and occurrence data. 

The following change should be made in the Decision and Rationale column of Appendix 8D-3 
in the DEIR, “(for Erigeron supplex) Watch for (coastal prairie/coastal bluff scrub.” 

The following passage should replace the last paragraph in the Pygmy Cypress Series section 
(page 132 of the DEIR):  
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The fact that Bolander pine and pygmy cypress are surrounded by swaths of 
nondwarfed Bishop pine offers anecdotal evidence of fire ecology in the pygmy 
forest.  The Bishop pine is a fire dependent species.  Since the stands of Bishop 
pine are replaced after large fires, and since the pygmy forest species are 
surrounded by these stands, it is likely that the pygmy species can cope with 
some level of fire stress.  It is unknown under which frequency, intensity, and 
scope of fire events the pygmy forest species could thrive.  Further work on the 
life history of the pygmy forest species is also needed to understand the role of 
fire. 

 
The California Geologic Survey (CGS) completed the map of “Relative Landslide Potential” for 
JDSF after the completion of the DFMP; therefore the data in the CGS map has not yet been 
incorporated.  As stated in CDF’s response to CGS, the Department agrees that the map should 
be utilized for the basis of defining “Special Concern Areas” within JDSF.  This map will be 
referenced to and incorporated into future management decisions at JDSF.  The map requires 
reconciliation with Figure H of the DEIR “Special Concern Areas Map.”   Incorporation of this 
statement serves to update the Geologic Section of the DEIR. 
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Appendix 13 
Past, Present And Future Cumulative Impacts Summary 

 
Section 15103 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR must identify potentially significant 
cumulative impacts.  Cumulative impacts analysis allows for the joint assessment of past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects related to the proposed action.    
 
Past, present, and foreseeable future projects in the area that may cause DFMP impacts to be 
significant cumulative impacts are generally limited to other logging activities, road 
construction, or development.  The following is a comprehensive list of those past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects that were taken into account in the DEIR for analysis of 
cumulative impacts: 
 
Project References from May 2002 DEIR 
(Sorted by major project category, and Past - Present - Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects) 
 
Timber Harvest Projects 
 
PAST 
 
Prior to the first harvests beginning in the 1860's, most of the Forest can be assumed to have 
been virgin old growth.   A history of JDSF is included in Chapter 1 of the DFMP and in Section 
V of this document.   
 
III, 3.0, pg 32  
Historic harvest levels on JDSF since 1980 has been approximately 25 MMBF of redwood, 
Douglas-fir, and whitewood logs.  The target level established in the 1983 Management Plan 
was 29 MMBF. 
 
pg 43 
Timber harvest from JDSF also fell during most of those years, both in absolute terms and as a 
proportion of the countywide timber harvest.  Timber harvest in JDSF was 42,500 MBF in 1996, 
rising to 48,500 MBF in 1997, dropping again to 27,600 MBF in 1998, declining to 21,900 MBF in 
1999 and then to 13,500 MBF in 2000.  Court action limited the harvest in 2001. 
 
In 1996, timber harvest from JDSF represented 17.60% of the total timber harvest in Mendocino 
County.  That proportion fell to 11.32% in 1997, 9.7% in 1998, 5.93% in 1999, and 1.54% in 2000.  
A longer-term perspective is shown by reviewing the data from 1991 through 2000; during that 
period, timber harvest from JDSF accounted for 11.1% of timber harvest in Mendocino County. 
 
VII, 1. pg 83 
 
Scenic Integrity. 
Because of the expanse of the JDSF, general lack of developed facilities, and buffering of views 
from popular forest roads, scenic integrity on the JDSF is relatively high. During the past 
decade, campgrounds, picnic areas, designated trails, and other high-use recreational areas 
have been buffered from the visual impacts of even-aged timber management activity. Views of 
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mature forest have generally been maintained adjacent to most of these locations.  In addition, 
the spatial allocation of management systems has been designed to maintain forested views 
from much of Highway 20 and other popular travel corridors. 
 
pg 153 
Past timber operations included harvest of most of the merchantable down material. 
 
pg 159 
Over the past decade, even-aged management in JDSF has evolved to include retention of forest 
structure elements such as variable densities, live trees, and understory vegetation. 
 
pg 160 
Table 21 provides a summary of the silvicultural methods used by the Forest between 1980 and 
1999. 
 
PRESENT 
 
III, 3.0, pg 32  
Construction or reconstruction of roads is necessary to access certain harvest areas. Roads are 
occasionally decommissioned when timber harvests are complete.  This timber is sold annually 
to bidders, harvested by local logging contractors, and is shipped to a number of sawmills 
throughout the redwood region and California. 
 
pg 153 
The designated old-growth groves are currently managed as non-harvest areas.  Aggregations 
of residual old-growth trees and isolated individual old-growth trees have also been retained 
during recent timber harvesting except where trees were removed for safety reasons or to allow 
road construction.   
 
pg 156 
In keeping with the FPR mandate of maximum sustained production of high quality forest 
products and accounting for the needs of the various special concern areas, various silvicultural 
regimes are presently in use. 
 
pg 159 
Even-aged management on JDSF has involved one of three different types of even-aged forest 
structures: reserve-form stands, storied stands, and one-aged stands. 
 
pg 161 
Timber stand improvement practices are forest management activities that commonly occur 
during the life of a timber stand and may be used regardless of the silvicultural method used. 
FUTURE 
 
pg 34 
Timber sales and harvests would continue at a similar rate of three to five sales per year with an 
annual timber harvest rate of approximately 31 to 33 million board feet.  
Harvesting in the Parlin Fork Management Area is expected to continue at current levels.  This 
harvest is exempt from the THP requirements of the Forest Practice Act because the products 
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manufactured from the harvested timber are used by state government and are not sold. (See 
the definition of “timber operations” in the Act, §4527.) However, all harvesting is planned or 
supervised by a CDF forester to ensure that operations meet the standards of the Forest Practice 
Act and Rules and are consistent with the Forest management plan. 
 
pg 36 
Timber Transport (Yarding and Hauling):  Timber will be moved from harvest areas to trucks 
by ground-based (tractor) yarding on mild to moderately steep slopes, cable yarding on steeper 
slopes, and limited helicopter yarding for sensitive-soil areas or inaccessible areas.  Logging 
pads would be graded in specified areas for staging of loaders, haul trucks, and other 
equipment and materials, including fuels. (DFMP, Page 71)   
 
For further discussion, refer to Section VII-6.3 (Timber Resources).   
 
3. pg 63 
Alternative C (Management Consistent with the Draft Management Plan) 
Alternative C describes an increased level of long-term sustained yield with enhanced 
demonstration capabilities.   This alternative describes a timber management program based on 
determining and working towards a long-term desired future habitat, watershed, and growing 
stock condition.  This alternative includes an average annual harvest level of 31 to 33 million 
board feet (based on a 10 year average) for the life of the management plan.  This alternative has 
a conservation-oriented approach to management of wildlife and aquatic resources on a 
watershed basis.  Use of watershed information and evaluation techniques is encouraged in the 
development and management of projects.   
 
The desired future condition is developed in terms of maintaining a high level of timber 
production while actively maintaining and recruiting additional habitat needed for listed 
species and other species of concern.  The alternative also includes a similar level or type of 
recreational use as Alternative B except that recreational corridors are envisioned adjacent to 
primary recreational sites.  Management within the recreational corridors will emphasize 
demonstration values and aesthetics. 
 
pg 159 
The type of age-class structure to be created in most even-aged management compartments will 
be a combination of reserved-form and storied stand conditions. 
 
pg 174 
Short Term Harvest Schedule: The DFMP includes a short-term harvest schedule that identifies 
the locations of proposed harvest units and the general silvicultural treatments to be applied in 
the next five years (See Figure M in the attached “Figures” section).  The short-term schedule 
identifies general areas that will be considered for harvest, and silvicultural methods that are 
consistent with the allocation plan discussed above.  Actual harvest boundaries, yarding 
methods, road construction/reconstruction needs, etc. will be determined by a Registered 
Professional Forester (RPF) following site specific review of the area. The short-term harvest 
schedule will not be rigid, but will be subject to modification through adaptive management. It 
will be reviewed and updated annually to maintain a five-year plan of future harvest activity. 
pg 175 
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Areas Not Covered by this Silvicultural Allocation Plan: There are portions of the Forest not 
covered by this silvicultural spatial allocation plan that may have some limited timber 
harvesting.  The three largest management compartments with no assigned silvicultural system 
are North Fork Caspar, South Fork Caspar, and the Mendocino Woodlands Special Treatment 
area.  
 
A study to demonstrate and assess the accelerated development of late seral habitat will be 
considered for this area. 
 
pg 182 
The JDSF allowable harvest level in the DFMP is predicated on the goal of non-declining 
inventory levels where it is the intent to harvest less than growth in any 10 year rolling planning 
period. During the DFMP period, the Forest proposes to harvest an average of 31 to 33 million 
board feet per year in any 10-year rolling planning period.  
 
pg 183 
Implementation of the silvicultural allocation plan and short-term harvest schedule will create a 
diverse mosaic of forest age-class structures at the landscape level that will contribute to habitat 
stability, research opportunities, maintenance of biodiversity, and functional forest ecosystems. 
 
pg 184 
During the life of the Management Plan, no significant impact to the timber resource is 
anticipated as a result of the silvicultural allocation plan.  The Forest has committed to a 
monitoring and adaptive management approach that includes timber inventories and 
evaluation of forest stands.  If the monitoring program indicates that conifers are not 
regenerating in uneven-aged management areas, then management practices will be adapted.  
Table 25 summarizes the special concern areas within the Forest, the management activities 
proposed and the FPR standard. 
 
pg 201 
Sanitation/Salvage or other timber harvest operations would be the most likely response to a 
significant pest or disease outbreak on the Forest.  Harvest operations would be considered a 
management activity of the Forest, and as such would be subject to all of the protection 
measures included in the Forest Management Plan.  Furthermore, if the operations are a 
commercial operation, the activity would be subject to the FPRs and the THP review process.  
The protection measures in the Forest Management Plan and the THP review process would 
insure that no significant adverse environmental impacts would occur as a result of the activity. 

pg 203 

Sanitation/Salvage is a likely management practice in diseased (i.e., black stain of Douglas-fir) 
or insect infested stands.  Treating areas of significant pest or disease outbreak is intended to 
improve forest health and timber production. 
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Watershed 
 
PAST 
 
pg 123 
Fish populations can be extirpated from watercourses and watersheds if conditions degrade to a 
point the stocks are no longer self-sustainable. However, nearly two-thirds of the entire land 
base within the JDSF was clear-cut and burned prior to the introduction of the modern FPRs.  
Historic activities included massive broadcast burning, road construction and log skidding in 
watercourses, splash damming, stream clearing, and complete removal of riparian canopy.  No 
effort was made to protect fish stocks at that time and populations did suffer. 
 
pg 166 
Table 22 indicates the acres of area harvested by yarding method between 1980 and 1999.  
Review of this table reveals a trend in the Forest management toward the increasing use of cable 
and helicopter yarding methods. 
 
pg 167 
Beginning in the 1870s, railroads were used to transport logs in some watersheds and railroad 
grades were located along or adjacent to streambeds. 
 
pg 167 
The 1983 plan indicated a need for about 55 miles of new road, mainly in the Noyo drainage, 
North Fork of Caspar Creek, and Fourteen Gulch (CDF 1983). Most of these proposed new 
roads have now been built. 
 
pg 169 
There are approximately 23 rock pits that have been historically used on JDSF. There has been 
no active quarrying within the past five or more years, except for small amounts (<100 cubic 
yards) of loose material taken from a couple of locations. Road surface rock used on the Forest 
has been brought in from off-site in recent years (personal communication, Marc Jameson 2002). 
It is not presently known how much the rock pits will be used in the future, but some level of 
need is anticipated. 
 
pg 297 
Through a largely inadvertent trial-and-error process over the past 50 to 60 years, forestland 
road building has evolved as the impacts associated with poorly located and constructed roads 
have become more evident (and watercourse protection has become more of a priority).  The 
state-of-the-practice for road building, maintenance, and abandonment is compiled in Weaver 
and Hagans (1994); the techniques outlined in this handbook have been utilized at JDSF since its 
publication.   
 
Road construction techniques on JDSF lands changed considerably through the 1980’s and 
1990’s.  This more recent construction has typically occurred as out-sloped ridge line spurs to 
accommodate long-reach skyline yarders.   
 
pg 302 
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Two results suggest that sediment inputs have been significantly reduced since inception of the 
modern Forest Practice Rules, which modernized the standards of forest management in 1974. 
 
10.2.2 
In 1998, peak flow studies on Caspar Creek.... 
 
pg 375 

Selective tractor logging and roads along the stream in the South Fork prior to contemporary 
forest practices was shown to increase suspended sediment yields 2.4 times more than 
measured with clear cutting and cable logging operations in the North Fork that were 
implemented under the modern FPRs (Lewis 1998, Zeimer 2001). 

•  
pg 429 
15.1.5 Roads Within and Adjacent to JDSF 
The history of JDSF road system dates back to the first harvesting practices that took place 
within the Forest. 
 
PRESENT 
 
III 3.0, pg 32  
Construction or reconstruction of roads is necessary to access certain harvest areas. Roads are 
occasionally decommissioned when timber harvests are complete.  This timber is sold annually 
to bidders, harvested by local logging contractors, and is shipped to a number of sawmills 
throughout the redwood region and California. 
 
pg 36 
Construction or reconstruction of roads is necessary to access certain harvest areas. Roads are 
occasionally decommissioned when timber harvests are complete.  This timber is sold annually 
to bidders, harvested by local logging contractors, and is shipped to a number of sawmills 
throughout the redwood region and California. 
 
7.2.3, pg 295 
Land management in this environment frequently results in increased rates of mass wasting, 
which typically leads to the production of loose sediment, much of which is transported to 
watercourses.  A significant increase in sedimentation, especially its effect on fish-bearing 
streams, is the primary environmental impact associated with forestland management in 
northern California.  As such, the potential for delivery of sediment to area watercourses is the 
most important potential geology-related impact of the proposed project.   
 
pg 297 
Erosion may also occur due to the development and use of campgrounds and conservation 
camps, which for the most part, represent the only “developments” within JDSF. 
 
pg 299 

Table 39 
Length of Roads On JDSF Lands, Based On GIS Roads Coverage* 
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10, pg 372 
Watersheds  

JDSF contains 48,652 acres.  There are 15 planning watersheds, delineated and defined by 
CALWATER version 2.2, that contain portions of JDSF ownership.  In some cases, the planning 
watersheds were aggregated into four hydrologic units called Watershed and Wildlife 
Assessment Areas (WWAA) to facilitate evaluation of larger areas (Figure 4, below); although 
an effort was made to keep analyses on a property wide basis, or by planning watershed.  
Timber resources were divided into West end (Western, Northern, and Southern WWAAs) and 
East end (Eastern WWAA) due to the distinctive difference of vegetative characteristics between 
the Western and Eastern ends of the property. 
 
pg 373 

TABLE 44 
Characteristics of JDSF Planning Watersheds (PW) and WWAA 

 
10.3.6, pg 378 
The New McGuire Ranch supports about 80 cattle, and is upstream of JDSF lands in the 
headwaters of the South Fork Noyo River. The South Fork Noyo River is dammed at its 
headwaters, outside of JDSF, to provide a water source for the cattle. The Watershed Sanitary 
Survey prepared for the City of Fort Bragg's Water System (SHN 1995) rates the impact to water 
quality of grazing animals and other agricultural activities at Camp 19 as low.  
 
10.3.7 
Approximately 60 percent of the City of Fort Bragg water supply is drawn from an intake on the 
mainstem Noyo River approximately 2.5 miles downstream of the confluence with the South 
Fork Noyo River. 
 
pg 379 
Parlin Creek Conservation Camp is supplied by water pumped from an infiltration gallery 20 
feet below the bed of the South Fork Noyo River, downstream of the confluence with Parlin 
Creek.  The system takes about 8,000 gallons per day, and supplies 115 people.  When turbidity 
is high, water is supplied from storage tanks.  The maximum shut down period has been about 
five days.  Chamberlain Creek Conservation Camp obtains most of its water for domestic use 
from a surface water source on a tributary of Chamberlain Creek.  This system supplies water 
for 130 people.  Mendocino Woodlands Camp is supplied by several in-stream collection points 
and springs located on JDSF property.  In addition to these water supplies, there are 27 other 
listed water rights in or near JDSF, although they are not all actively used.  They are mostly for 
domestic use and irrigation. 
 
pg 388 
11.1.5 Surrounding Lands 
Lands to the north and south of JDSF are classified as FL in the Mendocino County General 
Plan.  Lands to the east of JDSF are classified as FL and RL.  The Land Use Classifications for the 
west side of JDSF are RR, RMR, PS, and SW (Mendocino County, 1981 rev. 1983; (See Figure A 
in the attached Figures section). 
 
FUTURE 
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pg 36 
Timber Transport (Yarding and Hauling):  Timber will be moved from harvest areas to trucks 
by ground-based (tractor) yarding on mild to moderately steep slopes, cable yarding on steeper 
slopes, and limited helicopter yarding for sensitive-soil areas or inaccessible areas.  Logging 
pads would be graded in specified areas for staging of loaders, haul trucks, and other 
equipment and materials, including fuels. (DFMP, Page 71)   
For further discussion, refer to Section VII-6.3 (Timber Resources). 
 
6.0, pg 42 
A new state park is funded and imminent for the area near lower Big River adjoining JDSF. 
 
3. pg 63 
Alternative C (Management Consistent with the Draft Management Plan) 
Alternative C describes an increased level of long-term sustained yield with enhanced 
demonstration capabilities.   This alternative describes a timber management program based on 
determining and working towards a long-term desired future habitat, watershed, and growing 
stock condition.  This alternative includes an average annual harvest level of 31 to 33 million 
board feet (based on a 10 year average) for the life of the management plan.  This alternative has 
a conservation-oriented approach to management of wildlife and aquatic resources on a 
watershed basis.  Use of watershed information and evaluation techniques is encouraged in the 
development and management of projects.   
 
pg 102 
Forest roads on JDSF are used for timber harvesting, forest management activities, forest 
protection, public access, and recreation (DFMP, Appendix VI: Road Management Plan).  
Numerous studies have shown that forest roads are a major source of management-related 
stream sediment (Furniss et al. 1991).  The Management Plan for JDSF includes a program to 
inventory and improve its road system.  Additionally, the DFMP provides guidelines for new 
road construction. The objective of the Road Management Plan is to ensure that the design, 
construction, use, maintenance, and surfacing of all JDSF roads will minimize sediment delivery 
to aquatic habitats.  Implementation of this plan will also improve air quality by reducing PM10 
emissions from vehicle travel on unpaved roads.  
 
Substandard roads with drainage and sediment production problems will be reconstructed, re-
graded, re-aligned, resurfaced, or otherwise treated to prevent sediment delivery to 
watercourses, or they will be abandoned properly. 
 
Roads that are not in good condition will be properly abandoned. 
 
pg 120 
The road upgrade component of the Road Management Plan will correct problem culverts and 
have a beneficial impact on fish migration and rearing habitat. 
 
pg 124 
The Road Management Plan will inventory and correct the road-related sediment problems and 
migration barriers associated with the road system.  The hillslope management strategy, 
establishment of EEZs, and use of a CEG on THPs will reduce the amount of sediment 
generated from upslope harvesting operations. 
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pg 165 
Almost all-future road construction on the Forest will be to access new landings to serve one of 
these three logging systems. 
 
pg 167 
The expected remaining roads necessary for the conduct of planned timber operations are 
secondary and temporary spur roads that will accommodate appropriate yarding and 
silvicultural systems. 
 
pg 169 
There are approximately 23 rock pits that have been historically used on JDSF. There has been 
no active quarrying within the past five or more years, except for small amounts (<100 cubic 
yards) of loose material taken from a couple of locations. Road surface rock used on the Forest 
has been brought in from off-site in recent years (personal communication, Marc Jameson 2002). 
It is not presently known how much the rock pits will be used in the future, but some level of 
need is anticipated. 
 
pg 174 
Short Term Harvest Schedule: The DFMP includes a short-term harvest schedule that identifies 
the locations of proposed harvest units and the general silvicultural treatments to be applied in 
the next five years (See Figure M in the attached “Figures” section).  The short-term schedule 
identifies general areas that will be considered for harvest, and silvicultural methods that are 
consistent with the allocation plan discussed above.  Actual harvest boundaries, yarding 
methods, road construction/reconstruction needs, etc. will be determined by a Registered 
Professional Forester (RPF) following site specific review of the area. The short term harvest 
schedule will not be rigid, but will be subject to modification through adaptive management. It 
will be reviewed and updated annually to maintain a five-year plan of future harvest activity. 
 
pg 175 
Areas Not Covered by this Silvicultural Allocation Plan:  
There are portions of the Forest not covered by this silvicultural spatial allocation plan that may 
have some limited timber harvesting.  The three largest management compartments with no 
assigned silvicultural system are North Fork Caspar, South Fork Caspar, and the Mendocino 
Woodlands Special Treatment area.  
 
7.2.3, pg 295 
Land management in this environment frequently results in increased rates of mass wasting, 
which typically leads to the production of loose sediment, much of which is transported to 
watercourses.  A significant increase in sedimentation, especially its effect on fish-bearing 
streams, is the primary environmental impact associated with forestland management in 
northern California.  As such, the potential for delivery of sediment to area watercourses is the 
most important potential geology-related impact of the proposed project.   
 
pg 304 
Road Management Plan.  “The intent of the Road Management Plan is to provide a systematic 
program to ensure that the design, construction, use, maintenance, surfacing and abandonment 
of the Forest’s roads, landings, and road crossings will be conducted to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse impacts to aquatic habitats that support anadromous fish, amphibians, and 
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other aquatic organisms.”  The Road Management Plan includes provisions for both the correct 
abandonment (i.e., “decommissioning”) of older, legacy roads, as well as guidelines for the 
location and construction of new roads.  As described above, roads within JDSF, particularly the 
older (pre-modern FPR) roads, contribute significant amounts of sediment to area watercourses.  
The proposed Road Management Plan is a principal element of the DFMPs efforts to reduce 
management-related sedimentation. 
 
pg 305 
Abandonment.  Problem road areas will be mitigated and “properly” abandoned. 
 
pg 306 
Operational Implications of Watershed Analysis.  Guidelines are included for improved 
management of roads, riparian zones, watercourses, and hillslopes. 
 
pg 384 
Limited new road construction is anticipated, and upgrading and formal abandoning of roads 
are goals of the plan. 
 
pg 431 
There are 150 miles of roads that could potentially be decommissioned. 
 
The major area of the Forest that will require significant road development is the eastern third 
(upper Big River tributaries such as Chamberlain Creek, James Creek, and upper North Fork 
(NF) of Big River (Personal Communication, Marc Jameson).  Road development will generally 
occur as forest plans are approved for sale.  All road construction that is related to log hauling 
will be built in accordance with the guidelines in the FPR.  
 
Road 200 is a potential candidate for road abandonment due to its “somewhat hazardous and 
potentially damaging inner gorge location” (DFMP, Page 86). 
 
Fish and Wildlife 
 
PAST 
Prior to the first harvests beginning in the 1860's, most of the Forest can be assumed to have 
been virgin old growth.   A history of JDSF is included in Chapter 1 of the DFMP and in Section 
V of this document.   
 
pg 10  
Under State management, the JDSF has grown to include mature young-growth timber stands. 
 
pg 11  
Several research and demonstration programs have been conducted, planned or are currently 
underway at JDSF.  These include studies addressing the effects of silviculture on timber stand 
development, timber harvest effects, watershed analysis, wildlife surveys, and wildlife habitat 
analysis.  Appendix IV of the DFMP provides a listing and description of each project. 
 
6., pg 107 
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For example, well-intentioned stream cleaning projects reduced the amount of available 
instream large woody debris (LWD) resulting in reductions in pool depth and cover complexity 
throughout a large portion of JDSF and elsewhere.  In addition, prior to the introduction of 
modern FPR, tractors were allowed to build roads and yard logs within stream channels, which 
physically filled and altered habitats. 
 
pg 109 
Significant impact to form and function of stream channels located within JDSF boundaries has 
resulted from the widespread removal of LWD from low gradient (0-4 percent) stream channels 
from the 1950’s to the early 1990’s, splash damming, and riparian timber harvest. 
 
4.1.3  pg 116 
Maintained a weir and coho salmon egg-taking station in JDSF 
 
pg 246 
The marbled murrelet was listed largely because of the loss of older forests that serve as nesting 
habitat (Ralph et al. 1995, USFWS 1996b). 
 
PRESENT 
 
pg 10  
Under State management, the JDSF has grown to include mature young-growth timber stands. 
 
pg 11  
Several research and demonstration programs have been conducted, planned or are currently 
underway at JDSF.  These include studies addressing the effects of silviculture on timber stand 
development, timber harvest effects, watershed analysis, wildlife surveys, and wildlife habitat 
analysis.  Appendix IV of the DFMP provides a listing and description of each project. 
 
V. 2. pg 55 
Surrounding Land Use 
Lands to the north and south of JDSF are classified as Forest Lands (FL) in the Mendocino 
County General Plan.  Lands to the east of JDSF are classified as FL and Range Land (RL).  The 
Land Use Classifications for the west side of JDSF are Rural Residential (RR), Remote 
Residential (RMR), Public Service (PS) and Solid Waste Landfill (SW) (Mendocino County, 1981 
rev. 1983).  See Land Classification Map A in the attached Figures section.  The greatest 
potential for conflict between JDSF and private landowners is in the Rural Residential areas 
where harvesting practices on JDSF could indirectly impact the private lands.  Examples of 
these impacts are aesthetics, loss of wildlife on the private lands, and noise impacts.   
General, assessment of biological conditions within an assessment area beyond the bounds of 
JDSF 
 
4.1.3  pg 116 

• USFS yearly electrofishing surveys in the North and South Forks of Caspar Creek 
documenting density, biomass, and distribution of fish and amphibians by habitat type 
during the early summer. 

• CDFG trapping and counts of downstream juvenile migrant salmonids in mainstem 
Caspar Creek. 
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FUTURE 

 
6.0, pg 42 
A new state park is funded and imminent for the area near lower Big River adjoining JDSF. 
 
3. pg 63 
Alternative C (Management Consistent with the Draft Management Plan) 
Alternative C describes an increased level of long-term sustained yield with enhanced 
demonstration capabilities.   This alternative describes a timber management program based on 
determining and working towards a long-term desired future habitat, watershed, and growing 
stock condition.  This alternative includes an average annual harvest level of 31 to 33 million 
board feet (based on a 10 year average) for the life of the management plan.  This alternative has 
a conservation-oriented approach to management of wildlife and aquatic resources on a 
watershed basis.  Use of watershed information and evaluation techniques is encouraged in the 
development and management of projects.   
 
The desired future condition is developed in terms of maintaining a high level of timber 
production while actively maintaining and recruiting additional habitat needed for listed 
species and other species of concern.  The alternative also includes a similar level or type of 
recreational use as Alternative B except that recreational corridors are envisioned adjacent to 
primary recreational sites.  Management within the recreational corridors will emphasize 
demonstration values and aesthetics. 
 
pg 110 
Individual project stream and riparian protection and management measures will be 
determined on a site-specific basis and be designed to attain or maintain properly functioning 
condition as described above. 
 
4.1.3  pg 116 
Goal: Fish and Amphibian Populations.  Maintain or improve current fish and amphibian 
populations on the Forest  (high priority). 
 
pg 119 
Mitigation 2:  As part of a focused study project, assess for the potential of placing large wood 
into the Class I channel.  Where assessments indicate that LWD levels are low and instream 
placement is feasible consider placement of unanchored log and/or rootwads in streams. 
Diversion potential will be inventoried and corrected as part of the Road Management Plan.  
 
pg 120 
The road upgrade component of the Road Management Plan will correct problem culverts and 
have a beneficial impact on fish migration and rearing habitat. 
 
pg 123 
Fish populations can be extirpated from watercourses and watersheds  if conditions degrade to 
a point the stocks are no longer self-sustainable. However, nearly two-thirds of the entire land 
base within the JDSF was clear-cut and burned prior to the introduction of the modern FPRs.   
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Historic activities included massive broadcast burning, road construction and log skidding in 
watercourses, splash damming, stream clearing, and complete removal of riparian canopy.  No 
effort was made to protect fish stocks  at that time and populations did suffer. 
 
pg 124 
The Road Management Plan will inventory and correct the road-related sediment problems and 
migration barriers associated with the road system.  The hillslope management strategy, 
establishment of EEZs, and use of a CEG on THPs will reduce the amount of sediment 
generated from upslope harvesting operations. 
 
6.3.1, pg 150 
Activities within the boundaries of JDSF began in 1862 with harvesting of the original stands...... 
 
pg 153 
The designated old-growth groves are currently managed as non-harvest areas.  Aggregations 
of residual old-growth trees and isolated individual old-growth trees have also been retained 
during recent timber harvesting except where trees were removed for safety reasons or to allow 
road construction.   
 
Past timber operations included harvest of most of the merchantable down material. 
 
pg 156 
In keeping with the FPR mandate of maximum sustained production of high quality forest 
products and accounting for the needs of the various special concern areas, various silvicultural 
regimes are presently in use. 
 
pg 159 
Over the past decade, even-aged management in JDSF has evolved to include retention of forest 
structure elements such as variable densities, live trees, and understory vegetation. 
Even-aged management on JDSF has involved one of three different types of even-aged forest 
structures: reserve-form stands, storied stands, and one-aged stands. 
The type of age-class structure to be created in most even-aged management compartments will 
be a combination of reserved-form and storied stand conditions. 
 
pg 160 
Table 21 provides a summary of the silvicultural methods used by the Forest between 1980 and 
1999. 
 
6.3.6, pg 171 
Within the old-growth reserves, some actions such as understory burning or snag creation may 
be considered in order to simulate the kinds of natural disturbances that occur in and sustain 
old-growth forests. 
 
pg 175 
Areas Not Covered by this Silvicultural Allocation Plan: There are portions of the Forest not 
covered by this silvicultural spatial allocation plan that may have some limited timber  
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harvesting.  The three largest management compartments with no assigned silvicultural system 
are North Fork Caspar, South Fork Caspar, and the Mendocino Woodlands Special Treatment 
area.  
A study to demonstrate and assess the accelerated development of late seral habitat will be 
considered for this area. 
 
pg 177 
Consideration for managing a large portion of the Special Treatment Area in order to accelerate 
recruitment of late seral habitat; 
 
pg 178 
Large old-growth trees and old trees with specific structural habitat value will be largely 
retained within managed stands. 
 
Late seral forest characteristics will be managed for in the Mendocino Woodlands Special 
Treatment Area (2,224 acres located in the Lower North Fork Big River planning watershed 
excluding the Railroad Gulch Research Area). 
 
pg 179 
In the areas managed for late seral characteristics, timber harvesting and other stand treatments 
may be used in some instances to study and demonstrate methods to accelerate the 
development of late seral conditions. For example, thinning of understory trees might be 
prescribed to increase the growth rate of the larger trees or to stimulate the development of 
understory vegetation and multiple canopy layers. Single tree or group selection may be the 
appropriate silviculture system in certain stands to further the multi-storied effect, or to create 
openings found in late seral stand conditions. The determination of site specific silvicultural 
applications to achieve these goals will occur during THP preparation. 
 
The following discussion is based on the conceptual changes that will occur following the 
selective harvest of an even-aged timber stand as found on JDSF. 
 
pg 182 
The JDSF allowable harvest level in the DFMP is predicated on the goal of non-declining 
inventory levels where it is the intent to harvest less than growth in any 10 year rolling planning 
period. During the DFMP period, the Forest proposes to harvest an average of 31 to 33 million 
board feet per year in any 10-year rolling planning period.  
 
pg 183 
Implementation of the silvicultural allocation plan and short-term harvest schedule will create a 
diverse mosaic of forest age-class structures at the landscape level that will contribute to habitat 
stability, research opportunities, maintenance of biodiversity, and functional forest ecosystems. 
 
6.6.1, pg 215 
While lands owned by other entities occur and contribute to the occurrence and persistence of 
wildlife species associated with JDSF, the future management of these lands is unpredictable. 
For this reason, the quantitative assessment of changes in habitat condition is limited to JDSF 
lands. 
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pg 261   
See protection measures to be implemented in future timber harvest projects for sake of wildlife 
(e.g. riparian, snags, logs, etc.). 
 
Botanical 

PAST 
 
Prior to the first harvests beginning in the 1860's, most of the Forest can be assumed to have 
been virgin old growth.   A history of JDSF is included in Chapter 1 of the DFMP and in Section 
V of this document.   
 
pg 10  
Under State management, the JDSF has grown to include mature young-growth timber stands. 
 
PRESENT 
 
pg 10  
Under State management, the JDSF has grown to include mature young-growth timber stands. 
 
FUTURE 
 
pg 36 
Vegetation Control:  Noxious and invasive species will be controlled through physical removal 
and, at times, through the use of herbicides.  Similar vegetation control measures are also 
planned to manage roadside vegetation for safety and fire containment or prevention. (DFMP, 
Pages 58 to 59)   
 
pg 147 
Management activities that result in ground and/or vegetation disturbance would be subject to 
rare plant surveys.  This includes, but is not limited to, timber harvest and timber stand 
improvement practices, road maintenance programs, prescribed fire, installation of shaded fuel 
breaks, campground maintenance or expansion, trail development, herbicide application and 
IWM activities.   
 
pg 101 
Prescribed burning may also be conducted for fire suppression or to mimic natural fire 
conditions. 
 
Exotics 
 
PAST 
 
pg 322 
Since 1997, the only herbicide use has been targeted treatments directed at the exotic weed, 
gorse.  Approximately 600 individual plants have received a direct foliar application of Garlon 4 
and Accord concentrate (Personal communication, William Baxter). 
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PRESENT 
 
No project 
 
FUTURE 
 
pg 36 
Vegetation Control:  Noxious and invasive species will be controlled through physical removal 
and, at times, through the use of herbicides.  Similar vegetation control measures are also 
planned to manage roadside vegetation for safety and fire containment or prevention. (DFMP, 
Pages 58 to 59)   
 
pg 323 
Herbicide use is anticipated in the following categories (Personal communication, William 
Baxter): 
 
Protection (Incl. Cultural Resources) 
 
PAST 
 
9.2.2, pg 342 
Later, when CDF staff inspected the site in the 1990s in conjunction with the replacement of a 
downstream culvert, it was noted that the pools were not filled with debris. 
 
pg 343 
Data from the archaeological excavation conducted at a prehistoric site within JDSF and from 
the excavation of a coastal archaeological site (Layton 1990), indicates that the time depth of the 
JDSF prehistory extends back in time some 700 years, possibly predating the arrival of the Pomo 
to this area. 
 
PRESENT 
 
pg 102 
Forest roads on JDSF are used for timber harvesting, forest management activities, forest 
protection, public access, and recreation (DFMP, Appendix VI: Road Management Plan).  
Numerous studies have shown that forest roads are a major source of management-related 
stream sediment (Furniss et al. 1991). 
 
pg 355 
Presently, routine road maintenance activities that have the potential to impact known 
archaeological sites have been suspended by CDF in accordance with a CEQA Categorical 
Exemption (Number 15301, Existing Facilities) submitted by JDSF and received by the State 
Clearinghouse on February 23, 2001.  This Notice of Exemption states, “Project involves the 
operation and maintenance of existing facilities involving negligible or no expansion of existing 
use. ‘Maintenance activities will be scheduled and conducted so as to avoid impacts to cultural 
… resources.” 
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FUTURE 
 
pg 35 
Fire Protection: The JDSF Management Plan proposes a comprehensive Fire Protection Plan 
with consideration to shaded fuel breaks, fuel thinning, prescribed burns, and creation of 
improved water storage or collection areas, and helispots.  (DFMP, Pages 80 to 83) 
 
pg 36 
Vegetation Control:  Noxious and invasive species will be controlled through physical removal 
and, at times, through the use of herbicides.  Similar vegetation control measures are also 
planned to manage roadside vegetation for safety and fire containment or prevention. (DFMP, 
Pages 58 to 59)   
 
pg 101 
Prescribed burning may also be conducted for fire suppression or to mimic natural fire 
conditions. 
 
pg 147 
Management activities that result in ground and/or vegetation disturbance would be subject to 
rare plant surveys.  This includes, but is not limited to, timber harvest and timber stand 
improvement practices, road maintenance programs, prescribed fire, installation of shaded fuel 
breaks, campground maintenance or expansion, trail development, herbicide application and 
IWM activities.   
 
8.1.2, pg 318 
Additional improvements proposed in the Forest include water tanks, water drafting sources, 
shaded fuel breaks, and helispot locations.  Numerous fire prevention improvements would be 
put in place through the implementation of the DFMP.  These improvements include, but are 
not limited to, water tanks, water sources, and helispot locations that are to be strategically 
placed within the Forest for the use of fire suppression and medical evacuation operations.  All 
presuppression improvements will be constructed in compliance with appropriate CEQA 
documentation and disclosure. 
 
The pre-suppression plan considers a system of shaded fuel breaks for construction in the 
Forest to serve as preplanned fire control lines when a wildfire escapes initial attack.  They will 
be constructed in defendable areas along main ridges, adjacent to high-use roads, and adjacent 
to rural residential neighborhoods (DFMP, page 81). 
 
8.1.3, pg 319 
A prescribed fire program that focuses on these research goals would be implemented as 
resources allow (DFMP, page 82). 
 
pg 347 
It indicates that the Red Schoolhouse “appears eligible as separate property” and notes that it is 
slated for preservation.   
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pg 357 
It is expected that the final plan will consider impacts on significant heritage resources under 
separate CEQA environmental review. Such planning will consider impacts to significant 
heritage resources and should coordinate development of new trails, recreational and visitor 
facilities with the interpretive program, to maximize public benefits and enjoyment of JDSF 
heritage resources and minimize risk for vandalism and looting. 
 
Research and Demonstration 
 
PAST 
 
pg 11  
Several research and demonstration programs have been conducted, planned or are currently 
underway at JDSF.  These include studies addressing the effects of silviculture on timber stand 
development, timber harvest effects, watershed analysis, wildlife surveys, and wildlife habitat 
analysis.  Appendix IV of the DFMP provides a listing and description of each project. 
 
10.2.2 
In 1998, peak flow studies on Caspar Creek.... 
 
pg 375 
Selective tractor logging and roads along the stream in the South Fork prior to contemporary 
forest practices was shown to increase suspended sediment yields 2.4 times more than 
measured with clear cutting and cable logging operations in the North Fork that were 
implemented under the modern FPRs (Lewis 1998, Zeimer 2001). 
 
PRESENT 
 
pg 11  
Several research and demonstration programs have been conducted, planned or are currently 
underway at JDSF.  These include studies addressing the effects of silviculture on timber stand 
development, timber harvest effects, watershed analysis, wildlife surveys, and wildlife habitat 
analysis.  Appendix IV of the DFMP provides a listing and description of each project. 
 
FUTURE 
 
pg 33 
Within approximately 10 years, a Forest Learning Center and an Interpretive Center is 
envisioned.  These facilities, if developed, would be subject to separate environmental reviews 
when more information is known regarding funding, timing, size, and location.  
 
pg 34 
Harvesting in the Parlin Fork Management Area is expected to continue at current levels.  This 
harvest is exempt from the THP requirements of the Forest Practice Act because the products 
manufactured from the harvested timber are used by state government and are not sold. (See 
the definition of “timber operations” in the Act, §4527.) However, all harvesting is planned or 
supervised by a CDF forester to ensure that operations meet the standards of the Forest Practice 
Act and Rules and are consistent with the Forest management plan. 
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pg 37 
Many demonstration and research activities, to the degree they are effectively implemented and 
the information is disseminated, will undoubtedly result in actions to improve environmental 
resource conservation and protection on a level that transcends the JDSF itself.  These beneficial 
off-site actions, although difficult to quantify, are also considered as part of this EIR. 
 
pg 119 
Mitigation 2:  As part of a focused study project, assess for the potential of placing large wood 
into the Class I channel.  Where assessments indicate that LWD levels are low and instream 
placement is feasible consider placement of unanchored log and/or rootwads in streams. 
 
pg 175 
Areas Not Covered by this Silvicultural Allocation Plan: There are portions of the Forest not 
covered by this silvicultural spatial allocation plan that may have some limited timber 
harvesting.  The three largest management compartments with no assigned silvicultural system 
are North Fork Caspar, South Fork Caspar, and the Mendocino Woodlands Special Treatment 
area.  
 
A study to demonstrate and assess the accelerated development of late seral habitat will be 
considered for this area. 
 
pg 179 
In the areas managed for late seral characteristics, timber harvesting and other stand treatments 
may be used in some instances to study and demonstrate methods to accelerate the 
development of late seral conditions. For example, thinning of understory trees might be 
prescribed to increase the growth rate of the larger trees or to stimulate the development of 
understory vegetation and multiple canopy layers. Single tree or group selection may be the 
appropriate silviculture system in certain stands to further the multi-storied effect, or to create 
openings found in late seral stand conditions. The determination of site specific silvicultural 
applications to achieve these goals will occur during THP preparation. 
 
pg 183 
Implementation of the silvicultural allocation plan and short-term harvest schedule will create a 
diverse mosaic of forest age-class structures at the landscape level that will contribute to habitat 
stability, research opportunities, maintenance of biodiversity, and functional forest ecosystems. 
 
pg 357 
It is expected that the final plan will consider impacts on significant heritage resources under 
separate CEQA environmental review. Such planning will consider impacts to significant 
heritage resources and should coordinate development of new trails, recreational and visitor 
facilities with the interpretive program, to maximize public benefits and enjoyment of JDSF 
heritage resources and minimize risk for vandalism and looting. 
 
14.3.1 
pg 417 
Two major facility developments are proposed that will likely increase recreation use of the 
JDSF. These are: 
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• a Forest Learning Center to include lodging, conference center, classrooms, a resource 
and research library, research lab, video conferencing, and administrative offices; and  

• a JDSF Interpretive Center to be developed in conjunction with the Forestry Learning 
Center.  

 
Recreation 
 
PAST 
 
No project 
 
PRESENT 
 
pg 34 
Recreation activities also include maintenance and use of existing, improved recreational 
facilities. 
 
3.2.2 
Recreational travel is also significant.  Nearly half of the 12,200 camping days annually are 
attributed to Mendocino County residents.  
All roads generally feed Highway 20 (which runs east/west through the Forest), Highway 1, 
and Highway 101.  Highway 20 also connects to Interstate 5 at Williams located approximately 
95 road miles east of Willits.  County Roads also receive traffic generated from JDSF.  (DFMP, 
Pages 25 & 35)        
 
pg 56 
Forest Uses 
The public also utilizes JDSF as an important recreational resource.  There are over 60 
individual campsites, many miles of riding and hiking trails, and over 200 miles of forest road 
utilized by the public.  Maintenance of these facilities is an important management component.  
Other common recreational activities conducted on the Forest include picnicking, hunting, 
swimming, wildlife viewing, and target shooting.  The Forest is also a local source of firewood 
and other minor forest products such as mushrooms and greenery for both personal and 
commercial use. 
 
FUTURE 
 
pg 34 
Recreation Use: The JDSF Management Plan calls for modest increases in recreational uses and 
facilities.  These generally include improvements to existing campgrounds, trails and access 
roads, and development of small new accessory facilities, such as trails, adjacent to existing 
recreational areas. Consideration is also being given to the reopening certain historically used 
campsites.  (DFMP, Pages 76 to 77) 
 
6.0 
pg 42 
A new state park is funded and imminent for the area near lower Big River adjoining JDSF. 
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pg 147 
Management activities that result in ground and/or vegetation disturbance would be subject to 
rare plant surveys.  This includes, but is not limited to, timber harvest and timber stand 
improvement practices, road maintenance programs, prescribed fire, installation of shaded fuel 
breaks, campground maintenance or expansion, trail development, herbicide application and 
IWM activities.   
 
pg 297 
Erosion may also occur due to the development and use of campgrounds and conservation 
camps, which for the most part, represent the only “developments” within JDSF. 
 
14.3.1, pg 417 
In cooperation with the California Department of Parks and Recreation, establish forest 
management demonstration areas compatible with recreation for educational purposes adjacent 
to the Mendocino Woodlands Outdoor Center and the Pygmy Forest Reserve. 
Specific management actions that are proposed in the DFMP that would increase recreation 
access and use are: 

• Improving Camp Host sites. 
• Improving individual campsites with native vegetation where necessary to enhance 

privacy and reduce compaction.  Vehicle parking areas will be rocked to limit vehicle 
travel within each campsite.  

• Improving each campground with a functional fire/barbecue pit, picnic table and vault 
toilet. 

• Restoring the historic Little Red Schoolhouse located at Camp 20. Hours of operation 
will be determined based on the public’s interest and availability of volunteers to assist 
in staffing the building 

• Upgrading road surfaces on heavily-used recreational roads in order to limit erosion, 
protect water quality and provide safe driving conditions. 

• Maintaining and keeping up-to-date a map that includes recreational facilities, points of 
interest, and main access roads as well as general information concerning the Forest. 
This map would be available to the public without charge. 

• Developing route maps for mountain biking and equestrian access. 
• Treating day-use areas, campgrounds, and picnic areas as necessary to reduce fire 

hazards for safety and demonstration purposes.   
• Maintaining major roads and trails in the Forest to provide access for fire protection 

purposes. 
• Provide a system of road signing. 

 
Two major facility developments are proposed that will likely increase recreation use of the 
JDSF. These are: 

• A Forest Learning Center to include lodging, conference center, classrooms, a resource 
and research library, research lab, video conferencing, and administrative offices; and  

• A JDSF Interpretive Center to be developed in conjunction with the Forestry Learning 
Center.  
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pg 419 
Trail Expansion: Additional designated trails that will be considered include: a loop trail for 
linking the Trestle Trail to Indian Springs (a hike-in campsite), a trail linking various parts of 
the Forest; an access trail designed for those with disabilities; and a trail through the Upper 
James Creek Grove. During the planning period, expansion of the system will be implemented 
only to the extent that staffing and funding allow. 
 
Projects Beyond Boundaries of JDSF 
 
PAST 
 
No project 
 
PRESENT 
 
Actions Not Evaluated as Part of This EIR. 
Two conservation camps housing inmates of the State correctional system (Parlin Fork and 
Chamberlain Creek) are located within JDSF.  CDF has authority over these areas, which total 
43 acres.  JDSF has no management authority over these camps and they are not within the 
scope of the JDSF Management Plan, other than limited discussion regarding the impacts of 
forest management on camp operations.   
 
pg 38 
The Pacific Gas and Electric Company maintains a power line right-of-way running through 
JDSF generally parallel to Highway 20.  In addition, California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) maintains the Highway 20 right-of-way.  These areas are not within the control of 
CDF.  While the utilities and the Highway are part of the area setting, PG&E or Caltrans actions 
regarding these facilities are not within the scope of the JDSF Management Plan. 
 
V. 2. pg 55 
Surrounding Land Use 
Lands to the north and south of JDSF are classified as Forest Lands (FL) in the Mendocino 
County General Plan.  Lands to the east of JDSF are classified as FL and Range Land (RL).  The 
Land Use Classifications for the west side of JDSF are Rural Residential (RR), Remote 
Residential (RMR), Public Service (PS) and Solid Waste Landfill (SW) (Mendocino County, 1981 
rev. 1983).  See Land Classification Map A in the attached Figures section.  The greatest 
potential for conflict between JDSF and private landowners is in the Rural Residential areas 
where harvesting practices on JDSF could indirectly impact the private lands.  Examples of 
these impacts are aesthetics, loss of wildlife on the private lands, and noise impacts.   
 
pg 108 
General, assessment of biological conditions within an assessment area beyond the bounds of 
JDSF 
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10. 
pg 372 
 
Watersheds  
JDSF contains 48,652 acres.  There are 15 planning watersheds, delineated and defined by 
CALWATER version 2.2, that contain portions of JDSF ownership.  In some cases, the planning 
watersheds were aggregated into four hydrologic units called Watershed and Wildlife 
Assessment Areas (WWAA) to facilitate evaluation of larger areas (Figure 4, below); although 
an effort was made to keep analyses on a property wide basis, or by planning watershed.  
Timber resources were divided into West end (Western, Northern, and Southern WWAAs) and 
East end (Eastern WWAA) due to the distinctive difference of vegetative characteristics between 
the Western and Eastern ends of the property. 
 
pg 373 

TABLE 44 
Characteristics of JDSF Planning watersheds (PW) and WWAA 

 
10.3.6, pg 378 
The New McGuire Ranch supports about 80 cattle, and is upstream of JDSF lands in the 
headwaters of the South Fork Noyo River. The South Fork Noyo River is dammed at its 
headwaters, outside of JDSF, to provide a water source for the cattle. The Watershed Sanitary 
Survey prepared for the City of Fort Bragg's Water System (SHN 1995) rates the impact to water 
quality of grazing animals and other agricultural activities at Camp 19 as low.  
 
10.3.7 
Approximately 60 percent of the City of Fort Bragg water supply is drawn from an intake on the 
mainstem Noyo River approximately 2.5 miles downstream of the confluence with the South 
Fork Noyo River. 
 
pg 379 
Parlin Creek Conservation Camp is supplied by water pumped from an infiltration gallery 20 
feet below the bed of the South Fork Noyo River, downstream of the confluence with Parlin 
Creek.  The system takes about 8,000 gallons per day, and supplies 115 people.  When turbidity 
is high, water is supplied from storage tanks.  The maximum shut down period has been about 
five days.  Chamberlain Creek Conservation Camp obtains most of its water for domestic use 
from a surface water source on a tributary of Chamberlain Creek.  This system supplies water 
for 130 people.  Mendocino Woodlands Camp is supplied by several in-stream collection points 
and springs located on JDSF property.  In addition to these water supplies, there are 27 other 
listed water rights in or near JDSF, although they are not all actively used.  They are mostly for 
domestic use and irrigation. 
 
pg 388 
11.1.5 Surrounding Lands 
Lands to the north and south of JDSF are classified as FL in the Mendocino County General 
Plan.  Lands to the east of JDSF are classified as FL and RL.  The Land Use Classifications for the 
west side of JDSF are RR, RMR, PS, and SW (Mendocino County, 1981 rev. 1983; (See Figure A 
in the attached Figures section). 
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FUTURE 
 
pg 33 
Two types of actions can result from adoption of the JDSF Management Plan.  On-site actions 
are the most common.  They are more readily identifiable and quantifiable.  Off-site actions may 
also occur such as those due to the hauling of forest products for off-site processing.  Important, 
but often overlooked, off-site actions also result from the application of forest demonstration 
practices to other areas.  Increasingly, demonstration practices emphasize innovative research 
for protection of the environment.    
 
pg 37 
Many demonstration and research activities, to the degree they are effectively implemented and 
the information is disseminated, will undoubtedly result in actions to improve environmental 
resource conservation and protection on a level that transcends the JDSF itself.  These beneficial 
off-site actions, although difficult to quantify, are also considered as part of this EIR. 
 
pg 38 

Several off-site, indirect actions related to the processing of JDSF forest products will also occur 
(i.e., use of new or existing mills, hauling and use of lumber, etc.)  The location and types of 
action vary based on market conditions, desires of the timber sale buyers and operators, and the 
type of product being processed.   These linked but distantly related actions are too speculative 
to warrant evaluation pursuant to CEQA (CCR §15064).    
 
6.6.1, pg 215 
While lands owned by other entities occur and contribute to the occurrence and persistence of 
wildlife species associated with JDSF, the silvicultural management of these lands in terms of 
silvicultural method as well as temporal and spatial relationship is speculative.. 
 
pg 261   
See protection measures to be implemented in future timber harvest projects for sake of wildlife 
(e.g. riparian, snags, logs, etc.). 
 
pg 411 
14.3.1, pg 417 
In cooperation with the California Department of Parks and Recreation, establish forest 
management demonstration areas compatible with recreation for educational purposes adjacent 
to the Mendocino Woodlands Outdoor Center and the Pygmy Forest Reserve. 
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Traffic 
 
PAST 
 
15.1.3, pg 428 
A chip sealed resurfacing project has recently been completed on a number of roads near the 
western boundary of the Forest.  The roads that were improved include Mitchell Creek Road, 
Franklin Road, Turner Road, and the cul-de-sacs off Turner Road, Emerald Drive, Amethyst 
Drive, and Jade Drive.   
 
pg 429 
15.1.5 Roads Within and Adjacent to JDSF 
The history of JDSF road system dates back to the first harvesting practices that took place 
within the Forest. 
 
PRESENT 
 
pg 431 
Recreational travel is also significant.  Nearly half of the 12,200 camping days annually are 
attributed to Mendocino County residents.  
All roads generally feed Highway 20 (which runs east/west through the Forest), Highway 1, 
and Highway 101.  Highway 20 also connects to Interstate 5 at Williams located approximately 
95 road miles east of Willits.  County Roads also receive traffic generated from JDSF.  (DFMP, 
Pages 25 & 35)       
  
FUTURE 
 
pg 36 
Timber Transport (Yarding and Hauling):  Timber will be moved from harvest areas to trucks 
by ground-based (tractor) yarding on mild to moderately steep slopes, cable yarding on steeper 
slopes, and limited helicopter yarding for sensitive-soil areas or inaccessible areas.  Logging 
pads would be graded in specified areas for staging of loaders, haul trucks, and other 
equipment and materials, including fuels. (DFMP, Page 71)   
 
3.2.2 Potential Off-site Actions 
15., pg 426 
Due to the expected continued heavy use of this primary highway, the entire route should be 
upgraded to full freeway standards as rapidly as possible.  The direction of work should begin 
at the County’s southern boundary and continue northward. 
 
Highway 20 is a two-lane highway except for a 0.6 miles four-lane section (Mendocino County 
General Plan, Section III Circulation Element, page 2).  According to the General Plan, the only 
proposed Level of Service for this Route is that it should be improved and upgraded.  Safe two-
lane standards with truck turnouts of reasonable length should be implemented. 
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A project that is not mentioned in the Circulation Element but is being considered by the 
Mendocino Department of Transportation is for the installation of a diversion on Highway 20 to 
reach the Brooketrails Subdivision, located northwest of Willits (Personal Communication, 
Doug Ellinger January 23 and 24). 
 
15.1.3, pg 428 
The Mendocino Department of Transportation has plans for a bikeway improvement project 
located at the intersection of Highway 1 and road 408 east for approximately 3.0 miles, to the 
junction of road 408 and a private road (Personal Communication, Doug Ellinger). 
 
The only other County Road that may be proposed for minor improvement is road 410 (Caspar 
Orchard Road).  This is a low volume road located within the southwest portion of the Forest, 
generally north of road 408.  Minor improvements may consist of filling potholes and 
improving shoulders and turnouts.   
 
Caltrans has proposed a few projects within the vicinity of JDSF.  The following is a list of the 
potential road activities that may occur along the route within the next five years (personal 
communication with Lana Ashley, Caltrans Project Manager for middle Mendocino County and 
personal communication with Doris Alkebulum, Caltrans Project Manager for Lake County and 
Portions of Mendocino County): 

• a left turn lane to be installed from mile-post 0.90 (east of Fort Bragg) to mile-post 2.3, 
just west of JDSF; 

• culvert replacements at various locations; 
• a passing lane that is within the boundary of JDSF has been proposed; 
• a passing lane, the location of which has not yet been determined (the project has not 

been submitted for funding approval); and 
• electronic changeable message road signs located at mile markers 0.30 and 3.56.  

 
pg 431 
There are 150 miles of roads that could potentially be decommissioned. 
 
The major area of the Forest that will require significant road development is the eastern third 
(upper Big River tributaries such as Chamberlain Creek, James Creek, and upper North Fork 
(NF) of Big River (Personal Communication, Marc Jameson).  Road development will generally 
occur as forest plans are approved for sale.  All road construction that is related to log hauling 
will be built in accordance with the guidelines in the FPR.  
 
Road 200 is a potential candidate for road abandonment due to its “somewhat hazardous and 
potentially damaging inner gorge location” (DFMP, Page 86). 
 
Off-site Timber Transport and Recreational Travel: Logging trucks would utilize the 
surrounding public road network for hauling logs to processing facilities as determined by the 
contract operator or buyer.  Private off-site roads could be used subject to needs and agreements 
from the access right holders.   
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Herbicide Use 
 
PAST 
 
pg 162 
JDSF has effectively used herbicides for brush control following broadcast burning, hardwood 
control, road maintenance needs, and to treat exotics.  Herbicide application is accomplished 
with ground techniques such as truck-mounted sprayers, backpack sprayers, and hack-and-
squirt methods, aerial application has not been used.  The use of herbicides on the Forest has 
declined in recent years, but some level of herbicide use will likely be desired for brush control 
through the DFMP period. The use of broadcast burning following logging has been dropped 
since 1993 in an effort to reduce the use of herbicides. It is anticipated that a combination of 
control methods will occur, and the preferred method(s) of choice of brush control will be 
determined at the project level. 
 
pg 322 
Since 1997, the only herbicide use has been targeted treatments directed at the exotic weed, 
gorse.  Approximately 600 individual plants have received a direct foliar application of Garlon 4 
and Accord concentrate (Personal communication, William Baxter). 
 
PRESENT 
 
FUTURE 
 
pg 36 
Vegetation Control:  Noxious and invasive species will be controlled through physical removal 
and, at times, through the use of herbicides.  Similar vegetation control measures are also 
planned to manage roadside vegetation for safety and fire containment or prevention. (DFMP, 
Pages 58 to 59)   
 
pg 147 
Management activities that result in ground and/or vegetation disturbance would be subject to 
rare plant surveys.  This includes, but is not limited to, timber harvest and timber stand 
improvement practices, road maintenance programs, prescribed fire, installation of shaded fuel 
breaks, campground maintenance or expansion, trail development, herbicide application and 
IWM activities.   
 
pg 162 
JDSF has effectively used herbicides for brush control following broadcast burning, hardwood 
control, road maintenance needs, and to treat exotics.  Herbicide application is accomplished 
with ground techniques such as truck-mounted sprayers, backpack sprayers, and hack-and-
squirt methods, aerial application has not been used.  The use of herbicides on the Forest has 
declined in recent years, but some level of herbicide use will likely be desired for brush control 
through the DFMP period. The use of broadcast burning following logging has been dropped 
since 1993 in an effort to reduce the use of herbicides. It is anticipated that a combination of 
control methods will occur, and the preferred method(s) of choice of brush control will be 
determined at the project level. 
 



 
 

G:\2002\002002\rpt\FEIR\JDSF FEIR 9-25-rpt.doc Appendix 13-28  

pg 323 
Herbicide use is anticipated in the following categories (Personal communication, William 
Baxter): 
 
Aesthetics 
 
PAST 
 
VII, 1. pg 83 
 
Scenic Integrity 
Because of the expanse of the JDSF, general lack of developed facilities, and buffering of views 
from popular forest roads, scenic integrity on the JDSF is relatively high. During the past 
decade, campgrounds, picnic areas, designated trails, and other high-use recreational areas 
have been buffered from the visual impacts of even-aged timber management activity. Views of 
mature forest have generally been maintained adjacent to most of these locations.  In addition, 
the spatial allocation of management systems has been designed to maintain forested views 
from much of Highway 20 and other popular travel corridors. 
 
PRESENT 
 
VII, 1. pg 83 
Cultural modifications that disrupt the scenic integrity of the JDSF are:  

• The PG&E transmission line corridor paralleling Highway 20 that has a right-of-way 
cleared of tall vegetation and with an edge that starkly contrasts with the surrounding 
forest. 

• Forest areas harvested under an even-aged management prescription located near 
popularly-traveled forest roads and particularly Roads 408 and 500.  

• Numerous illegal dumps located along the Forest road system. 
• Abandoned quarry sites that have not been reclaimed and/or used for unauthorized 

target shooting. 
• Two conservation camp facilities. 

 
FUTURE 
 
pg 65 
Table 6 
 
VII, 1. pg 83 
Scenic Integrity 
Because of the expanse of the JDSF, general lack of developed facilities, and buffering of views 
from popular forest roads, scenic integrity on the JDSF is relatively high. During the past 
decade, campgrounds, picnic areas, designated trails, and other high-use recreational areas 
have been buffered from the visual impacts of even-aged timber management activity. Views of 
mature forest have generally been maintained adjacent to most of these locations.  In addition, 
the spatial allocation of management systems has been designed to maintain forested views 
from much of Highway 20 and other popular travel corridors. 
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pg 92 
Developments proposed within the DFMP that could involve lighting or glare are the Forest 
Learning Center and Forest Interpretive Center. As presented in the DFMP, these proposals are 
conceptual and would be subject to subsequent environmental review. 
 
Air Quality 
 
PAST 
 
No project 
 
PRESENT 
 
pg 102 
Forest roads on JDSF are used for timber harvesting, forest management activities, forest 
protection, public access, and recreation (DFMP, Appendix VI: Road Management Plan).  
Numerous studies have shown that forest roads are a major source of management-related 
stream sediment (Furniss et al. 1991).  The Management Plan for JDSF includes a program to 
inventory and improve its road system.  Additionally, the DFMP provides guidelines for new 
road construction. The objective of the Road Management Plan is to ensure that the design, 
construction, use, maintenance, and surfacing of all JDSF roads will minimize sediment delivery 
to aquatic habitats.  Implementation of this plan will also improve air quality by reducing PM10 
emissions from vehicle travel on unpaved roads.  
 
pg 103 
The largest source of PM10 emissions on JDSF is from vehicle and equipment travel on unpaved 
roads and other unpaved areas.  Slash burning represents the second largest source of PM10 
emissions but the magnitude of these emissions is substantially less than from unpaved road 
dust. 
 
FUTURE 
 
pg 102 
Forest roads on JDSF are used for timber harvesting, forest management activities, forest 
protection, public access, and recreation (DFMP, Appendix VI: Road Management Plan).  
Numerous studies have shown that forest roads are a major source of management-related 
stream sediment (Furniss et al. 1991).  The Management Plan for JDSF includes a program to 
inventory and improve its road system.  Additionally, the DFMP provides guidelines for new 
road construction. The objective of the Road Management Plan is to ensure that the design, 
construction, use, maintenance, and surfacing of all JDSF roads will minimize sediment delivery 
to aquatic habitats.  Implementation of this plan will also improve air quality by reducing PM10 
emissions from vehicle travel on unpaved roads.  
 
Substandard roads with drainage and sediment production problems will be reconstructed, re-
graded, re-aligned, resurfaced, or otherwise treated to prevent sediment delivery to 
watercourses, or they will be abandoned properly. 
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Roads that are not in good condition will be properly abandoned. 
 
pg 104 
Open burning, which may occur during the winter month, would be managed and conducted 
in accordance with the California Forest Practice Rules and in compliance with the MCAQMD 
open burning regulations. 
 
pg 105 
Roadway emissions would be minimized by implementation of the proposed Road 
Management Plan which would potentially reduce the number of traveled roads, increase 
maintenance of existing and new roads, surface existing and new roads intended for year-round 
log hauling, and implement a dust control program for roads.  Emissions from burning 
activities are not expected to increase significantly. 
 
Projects From May 2002 DEIR Appendixes  
 
Appendix 4: 
 
• PRESENT - TIMBER ... pg 2 ... "JDSF currently produces an annual timber harvest of 

approximately 29 million board feet of redwood, Douglas-fir, and whitewood logs. This 
timber is sold annually to bidders, harvested by local logging contractors, and is shipped to 
a number of sawmills throughout the redwood region and California. Substantial numbers 
of jobs are produced by this timber management activity, as well as tax revenues." 

 
• PRESENT - RECREATION ... pg 2 ... "This publicly owned forest is also utilized as an 

important recreational resource by local citizens, travelers, and vacationers from throughout 
the County, State, and country. There are over 60 individual campsites, many miles of 
riding and hiking trails, and over 200 miles of forest road utilized by the public. Other 
common recreational activities conducted on the Forest include picnicking, hunting, 
swimming, wildlife viewing, and target shooting. [Miscellaneous] The Forest is also an 
important local source of firewood and other minor forest products such as mushrooms and 
greenery for both personal and commercial use." 

 
• FUTURE - ALL ... pg 3 ... "Forest management and timber harvesting activities, recreational 

activities, forest management demonstrations, and collection of minor forest products," 
 
Appendix 8: 
 
• PAST - RESEARCH ... 8A.III ... pg 8A-19 ... "the Caspar Creek Cutting Trials (CCCT) were 

established in 1959-62. These trials set out five separate blocks that included two tests of 
single tree selection (33 acres), group selection (21 acres), a clearcut (14 acres), and an uncut 
(5 acres)." ... "Shortly after the CCCT was installed the JDSF partially logged the entire 
drainage of the Caspar Creek South Fork to study its hydrology." ... "The second study of 
the CCCT blocks was a pre-commercial thinning of the 19-year stand in the 14-acre clear cut 
block This study started in 1981 put in five treatment levels leaving 100, 150, 200, 250, and 
300 trees/acre and an uncut control plot in each of three blocks." 
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• PAST - RESEARCH ... 8A.III ... pg 8A-19 ... " A commercial thinning of a well stocked 41-
year old redwood stand near Whiskey Springs in 1970 provides some measure of the stand 
growth and regeneration growth 30 years after partial logging. The 12 plots in this study 
averaging 400 sq ft of basal area were then thinned from below leaving three plots of 100, 
200, and 300 sq ft, and three uncut control plots." 

 
Appendix 11: 
 
PAST - TIMBER or WATERSHED or RESEARCH ... pg 9 ... " The South Fork had road 
construction beginning in 1967 with 6.8 km road build within 61 m (200 ft) of the stream. 
Between 1971 and 1973, single tree and small group selection silviculture was used with 
ground-lead tractor logging for the entire SF watershed. Approximately 65 percent of the timber 
volume was removed. (Henry 1998). The North Fork was harvested between 1985 and 1992, 
clear cutting approximately 50 percent of the watershed, primarily with cable yarding systems." 
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Appendix 14 
Recommended Management Practices 

for Controlling Sudden Oak Disease (SOD) 
1. General Management Practices for operations where products do not move from the state 

are as follows: 

a. A "free-from" survey can be conducted and, if no infected hosts are found, no additional 
mitigations are required.  If the survey is conducted it must be conducted by an RPF or 
other approved person that has attended training for survey and sampling, and is 
certified as an official sampler, and the plan must explain how the survey was 
conducted as explained in the training.  The "free-from" certification and the approved 
harvest document explaining the survey process acts as the compliance agreement and 
the SOD mitigation measures. 

b. Currently there is no provision that allows moving any host material out-of-state under 
the federal regulations without removing all bark prior to shipment out-of-state. 

c. If a "free-from" survey is not conducted, all hosts are assumed to be infected and SOD 
mitigations as discussed below should be included in approved harvest documents and 
shall be discussed during the on-site RPF-LTO meeting prior to commencement of 
timber operations (14 CCR 1035.2). 

2. When a free-from survey has not been conducted, the following Management Practices 
should be incorporated into THPs prepared on JDSF lands to prevent the spread or 
introduction of SOD: 

a. Commercial Harvest on a Regulated Site Where Infected Trees Are Not Being 
Harvested: 

° Regulations for movement of host material still apply even though logs are not 
removed from the site.  Infected host material (especially foliage) could be picked-up 
on logging equipment and transferred to other sites.  Mitigation measures to 
minimize the unintended movement of host material are required.  Forest Staff or 
contractors shall complete inspection of loads of logs and equipment leaving the site 
to ensure that no host material is being transported without a permit.  This may 
require cleaning dirt or mud from the vehicle to remove host plant material 
embedded in the dirt or mud, depending on conditions when the timber harvest is 
conducted. 

° If firewood from host material is being removed from the site for commercial or 
private use, a compliance agreement must be in place.  The information as to where 
and what is being removed, how it will be transported, specifically where it will be 
moved to, and during what time period should be included in the harvest plan if the 
plan will act as the compliance agreement.  If this information is not included in the 
plan, a separate compliance agreement will be necessary prior to movement of host 
material.  In addition to the compliance agreement, contractors removing firewood 
on the Forest must still have the required firewood permit. 
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b. Commercial Harvest On An Infested Site Where Infected Trees Will Be Harvested: 

° State and Federal regulations apply.  Host material cannot leave the site except as 
authorized by the County Agricultural Commissioner and/or mitigation measures 
specified in the approved harvest document.  Infected host material (especially 
foliage) and contaminated soil could be picked-up on logging equipment and 
transferred to other sites.  Mitigation measures to minimize the unintended 
movement of host material are required.  Forest staff or contractors shall do 
inspection of loads of logs and equipment leaving the site to ensure that no host 
material is being transported without a permit. This may require cleaning dirt and 
mud from the vehicle to remove host plant material contained in the dirt or mud, 
depending on conditions when the timber harvest is conducted. 

° If firewood from host material is being removed from the site for commercial or 
private use, a compliance agreement must be in place in addition to the required 
firewood permit.  The information as to where and what is being removed, how it 
will be transported, specifically where it will be moved to, and during what time 
period, should be included in the harvest plan if the plan will act as the compliance 
agreement.  If this information is not included in the plan, a separate compliance 
agreement will be necessary prior to movement of host material. 

° In the regulated area, the collection of minor special forest products that are known 
host plants will be restricted to areas where the "free-from" protocol has been 
implemented, or where a compliance agreement is in place. 

 
3. Should SOD be identified on JDSF lands, Management Practices to minimize the unintended 

movement of host material from infested areas include: 

a. The RPF shall inform personnel that they are working in an SOD-infested area, 
unauthorized movement of plant material is prohibited, and the intent of the mitigation 
measures is to prevent disease spread (914 CCR 1035.2). 

b. If some sites in the general operating area are found to be disease-free of have a low 
incidence of disease, initiate and complete operations on these sites before moving to 
more heavily infested sites. 

c. To the extent practical, locate landings, log decks, logging roads, tractor roads, and other 
sites of equipment activity away from host plants, especially areas with disease 
symptoms.   

d. Route equipment away from host plants and trees, especially areas with disease 
symptoms. 

e. The equipment or vehicles must be inspected for host plant debris (leaves, twigs, and 
branches each time equipment or vehicles leave the site.  Host plant debris must be 
removed from the equipment and vehicles prior to their departure.  This applies to all 
equipment and vehicles associated with the operation, including logging equipment, 
log-hauling trucks, pick-up trucks, employee's personal vehicles, etc.  An exception will 
be granted for equipment or vehicles that leave the site temporarily and will not be 
traveling to uninfested areas prior to their return. 
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f. In addition to following California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) drafting 
guidelines (intake mesh size, etc.), water should not be drafted from a watercourse in a 
SOD-infected drainage and used in an uninfested area.  This is because sporangia from 
infected leaves (or minute parts of infected leaves), themselves in the watercourse, could 
be suctioned in the draft and transported to new areas.  Infection could be possible if 
abatement over-spraying landed on susceptible hosts. 

 
4. Management Practices to minimize the unintended movement of soil and host material 

from infested areas (these practices are not specifically required for operations on infested 
sites, but the RPF must state and justify what practices will be used to minimize the 
unintended movement of infested host material): 

 
• The SOD fungus resides in soil and duff in infested areas and soil/duff is 

therefore a potential carrier of the disease.  The greatest threat of disease spread 
occurs when wet soil is present.  Soil movement should be addressed. 

 
• Because wet soil and mud will readily adhere to vehicles, equipment, and boots: 

conduct operations during the dry season; utilize paved and rocked roads and 
landings to the extent possible. 

 
• After working in an infested area, remove or wash off accumulations of soil, 

mud, and organic debris from shoes, boots, vehicles and heavy equipment, etc. 
before traveling to an area that is not infested with SOD.  Consider establishing 
an equipment power wash station.  The station should be: 

° Located within the generally infested area. 

° Paved or rocked. 

° Well-drained so that vehicles exiting the station do not become recontaminated by 
the wash water. 

° Located where wash water and displaced soil does not have the potential to carry 
fines to a watercourse (see "Saturated Soil Conditions" in 14 CCR 895.1). 

• Pay particular attention to sites where soil and organic debris may accumulate. 

 
5. Management Practices should Pitch Canker be identified on JDSF lands: 
 

• The timely removal and disposal of trees dying from pitch canker may help 
prevent the buildup of destructive beetles which can attack other trees, and can 
carry the pitch canker pathogen to uninfected trees.  The disposal of pitch canker 
diseased material should be done on-site so as not to spread the disease to 
uninfested areas.  Limbs and small pieces of wood may be left on-site or they 
may be chipped or burned. Logs cut from pitch canker diseased trees may be 
split for firewood for local use, but the wood should be seasoned beneath a 
tightly sealed, clear plastic tarp to prevent the buildup of destructive insects.  
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Tree Note #3, Controlling 
Bark Beetles in Wood Residue and Firewood, provides specific guidelines for 
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placing tarps over and around firewood.  Do not stack pine firewood next to 
living pine trees or transport it to uninfested areas (Sanford, 1996). 

 
• The distribution of the disease is discontinuous; thus, there are infested as well as 

uninfested areas within the Zone of Infestation (at the time this document was 
prepared, pitch canker was not known to occur on JDSF).  The Pitch Canker Task 
Force of the California Forest Pest Council and CDF have ongoing monitoring 
underway for the disease.  JDSF staff should report any symptomatic Bishop 
pines to the Task Force for determination of presence of pitch canker.  CDF and 
the Mendocino County Agricultural Commissioner shall be notified immediately 
in the event that pitch canker is found on JDSF. 

 
• Directions for Registered Professional Foresters and Licensed Timber Operators: 

° Know when you are working within an infested area. 

° The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) has the authority to 
impose conditions on the commercial harvest of trees from timberland within the 
Zone of Infestation.  Such actions are to be carried out on a case-by-case basis and 
depend upon the harvest operation's potential to contribute to disease spread.  For 
all timber operations regulated by the Department, the Department must be 
informed if pitch canker is present within the operating area. 

° Do not transport infected or contaminated material to areas that are free of the 
disease. 

° When cutting or pruning a diseased tree, clean tools with a disinfectant before using 
them in uninfested areas.  Lysol® is an effective sterilizer.  Make sure that clients and 
co-workers are aware of these guidelines (Pitch Canker Task Force, 2000a). 

• Directions for Firewood Cutters: 

° JDSF personnel should be kept informed whether pitch canker is determined to be 
present on the Forest.  Any suspect areas shall be avoided for firewood harvest until 
an official determination is made as to presence or not of the disease.  At time of 
firewood permit issuance, JDSF personnel shall direct firewood cutters to disease-
free areas of the Forest.  Information on pitch canker disease recognition and 
regulations shall be provided with the collection permit in the event that pitch 
canker becomes present on the Forest. 

° Tools and machinery that are to cut trees with pitch canker disease WILL BECOME 
CONTAMINATED with the pitch canker fungus.  There is little chance of spreading 
pitch canker if contaminated tools are only used on dead trees or on trees that are 
not pines.  However, if contaminated tools or machinery will be used on living pines, 
the tools should be cleaned and sterilized before use on uninfected trees or in 
uninfested areas.  Lysol® is a suitable sterilizer for this purpose.  A logical alternative 
to repeated cleaning of equipment is to reserve one set of equipment for use only in 
infested areas, and another set for use only in uninfested areas. 

° Do not transport pine firewood out of infested counties (Mendocino County is an 
infested county).  Sell pine firewood locally, for local use guidelines (Pitch Canker 
Task Force, 2000a). 
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• Directions for Other Forest Product Harvesters: 

° JDSF personnel, at time of collecting permit issuance shall direct collectors to 
disease-free areas of the Forest.  Information on pitch canker disease recognition and 
regulations shall be provided with the collection permit. 

° Collectors shall not be permitted to remove pine products from trees infested with 
pitch canker disease. 

• Directions for Reforestation in Areas Affected by Pitch Canker: 

° Material for replanting should be as local in origin as possible to retain the genetic 
integrity of the local population (Pitch Canker Task Force, 2000b). 

° Option 1.  The preferred strategy for reestablishing Bishop pine would be to allow 
natural regeneration to occur.  Site improvement to encourage regeneration may be 
required where a dense overstory precludes the development of a seedling stand.  
Where natural regeneration does occur, it can be expected that pitch canker will 
eventually infect some or most of the young trees.  However, the trees will vary in 
their susceptibility and some may sustain little or no damage.  This is the least 
intrusive approach to reforestation, with the possibility that a level of pitch canker 
resistance will be attained that eventually provides the desired density of mature 
trees (Pitch Canker Task Force, 2000b). 

° Option 2.  If option one is acceptable in principle but there is insufficient seed to 
produce a stand, locally collected seed could be introduced.  By collecting seed from 
asymptomatic trees, there is more likelihood that some are resistant, and a certain 
percentage of the progeny will carry this trait as well.  It is thought that a small 
percentage of resistant individuals may be sufficient to establish a stand.  To 
diversify the seed source, it is recommended that seed be gathered from: (1) multiple 
trees, at least 100 meters apart where possible, (2) trees of differing ages, and (3) 
different heights within the same tree.  Trees that have been planted should be 
avoided, as they may be non-local in origin.  In addition, trees with evidence of 
disease or poor health should not be used as a seed source (Pitch Canker Task Force, 
2000b). 

° Option 3.  The least desirable measure for maintaining Bishop pine presence is to 
transplant known resistant seedlings from a reputable source.  The potential loss of 
genetic integrity could result in a nonnative stand (Pitch Canker Task Force, 2000b). 
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